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ABSTRACT 

The Soil aad Hater Bescorces Conservation Act of 1977 
(BCAt directed the United States Departaeitt of Agricoltuce (OSDA) to 
assess the cpontry^s nonfederal soil and vater resources and to. 
develop, a prcgras to conserve these and related ^natural resourced. 
Daring this process^ the OSDA prepared and circulated for public 
ccaaent^ a draft appraisal^ draft prograa report^ enviiroiuiental iapact 
stateaeut^ aird sonary dociuent# presented in this report is aii 
analysis of the aore than 65^000. responses received daring the 60*day 
public revietf period in regard to these foor pobXicaticns. Topics 
addressed include status and condition of soil and nater resources^ 
consern^tion objectives^ alternative c<miiervation strategies^ the- 
QSCA and. its current prograas^ and related resource conservation 
issues* Incorporated into the text are ccaaents froa the OSDA^BCA 
public opinion survey conducted by louis Harris and Associates* 
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* Reproductions supplied by EDBS are the best that can be sade * 

* froa t4ie original docuaent* * 
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PREFACE , - 

^ * 

The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 (RCA) (PL 95-192) 
directs the U.S. Department of Agriculture to solicit inforaation and ideas 

of the^lawy US0A distributed copies of the draft Appraisal^ Prograo Report * 
and Environnental loipact Statenkent, and Suiuoary to the public for comae^tj^ 
CoOMnts ^re received by the USDA**RCA Response Analysis Center in Athen^f^ 
Georgia* during the 60-3ay review period (January 28-llarCh 28». 1980) < Tlfi^ 
report presents the analysis of almost 65,000 responses containing more thaa 
1.5 million s^arate comoieats. These responses are from individuals, organi* 
zations, and government agencies and were signed by more than 118,000 people.- 

This report was prepare4 in order to — 

o provide a r eport that the Secretary of Agriculture, other members 

<^ the Executive Branch, and the Congress c^n use in RCA decision- 
* making. , 

o convey to the RCA Coordinating Comnitte^ the nature and substance < 

of the public comments. * 
o -provide a documentary record of what" the public said, 
o provide a basis for comparing the public re&ponse to the RCA draft 

documents with the Louis Harris and Associates public opinion 

survey. / ^ \ * > 

This Ireport presrents ia^ortant information for decisionmakers to Consider as 
they develop the USDA national conservation program.' In this re^^rd, a few 
words of caution are in order. The Public Response Evaluation Team urges all 

usgrs of this repo r t to bear in min d__that comments received^.fa^ML±he-jiiub]Jjc 

as part of public participation activities artf-not derived through statistically 
~3'esign6d sariq^fliirgnP^o^^^^^^s * Therefore, these C6omentS~dl^ nor provxae a 
basis for drawing Inferences about the views of the general public nor do 
they allow ucers to generalize aboiit the .views of all farmers, all members 
of other groups, or the total population. This does not, however, diminish ' ' 
the usefulness of these comments to decisionmakers. These comments represent' 
the views and priorities of an interested segment ot the public. ^ 

Comments from the USDA-RCA public opinion survey, conducted by Louis tfarris 
and Associates, 'are_ Incorporated into the text of this report.* Survey findings 
are marked by brackets and are indented* 

When considering both types of comments, RCA decisionmakers may want to 
review^ the following caveats presented by Drs* Lester Milbrath and Steven 
Cohen. 1/ • . 

o In public ^participation activities, responses are submitted voluntarily. 
This suggests that the respondent has a high leveVof motivation and initiative. 
Many of the responses are in t^e form of personal letters, which take a good 



' 1/ Milbrath, Lester, and Steven Cohen/ July T?79; A~Frbposed Design 
for a Comparative Study of Two Citizen Participation Methods. Environmental 
Studies Center, State University of New York at Buffalo. Prepared under 
contract with the Soil Conservation Service, Order #3A75-9-204i 
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deal of tine and energy to coinposet Tbis, as well as pei^sonal skills and 
psychological barriers « limits the. number of those who comment. 

o^ In statistically designed surveys^ respondents are selected randomly. 
As a result » a survey includes people who may not have thought much about the 
iS&i^cs* Even^soy -these opinions shauld be viewed as meaningful responses 
aboul values indifferences that will be 'affected by conservation program' 
decisij^ns*^,^/''"*'^ .* ^ 

o The relationship between a finding from the suirvey and a finding frm 
the public comments , is difficult to assess. The public coooaients may show» 
for exa^le, that 40 percent of the farmers favor alternative A while 30 
percent favor alternative B. There is no accurate way, since the public 
comments are^not a random sainple, to determine whether the distribution is 
representative of all farmers. - The distribution does suggest something^^ 
^however, about the attitudes people who are likely. to try to^ apply political 
pressure. If it is necessary co estimate. the distribution of public opinion 
on an issue^ the survey data presented here almost certainly are^more reliable 
than the public comment data. 

This report is the work of the Public Response Evaluation Team, directed by 
Ida D. Cuthbettson, SCS. Arnold King; tcs^ served a? assistant team director^ 
The analysts for the chapters in this report were: 

Chapters 1 and 2: David Dyer, SEA; Lester R. Goke. SCS ^ 
Chapter 3: Estlier Collins, StS; Shirley Elliott » SCS 
Chapter 4: Barnes Spieth^ SCS; Keith K. Young, SCS * ^ ' * 

Chapter 5: ^ John H« Stierna, SCS; William J* Auckerman, SCS 
Chapter 4: Helen Gilbert, SCS^, William F. Hildner, SCS 
Chapter 7: David R* Eanta, SCS; ^King Ensminger,' ASCS ^ ^ 
Chapters 8 aiid 12: Varri^ Post, F3; Diane 1* Bonnert, SCS ^ - 
Chapter 9: John*^. Garrett, SCS; Ted Evans, SCS 
Chapter 10: Carla Hoore, SCS; Ronine Hurphy, SCS 
Chapter 11: ,Meil Gallagher, SCS; Sma 'Corcoran, SCS 
' Harris survey:' Paulette Pitrak, SCS; Eileen Begovich, SCS 

Supporting the analysts were: Marietta Hoyt, secretary; Debbie Schenarts and 
Carole Irvin, clerk-typists; Gene Andreuccetti, Response Analysis Center 
Director; Hartha HcFadden, J*K. Cbatala, Jknie Rael,'and Karen Sc6tt, RAC 
coders; Clayton Hi-ller, computer coordinator; George Blubm, RCA management 
representative; Barbara Ringer, programmer; Jane Grant and Lee Tara, word 
processing equipment operators; Robert L% Williams, printing. specialist; and 
Jim Benson, editor. All support personnel were' SCS employees* 
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A GLOSSARY OF TERMS U§ED IN THIS REPORT 



Tte*folI^ing list includes tetfns used throughout this report. As used in^ 
the report, these tens have specific meatiiiigs narrower than their generally 
/ accepted definitions. 

Affiliation of tesponden t. Includes aeflibership *in -fonul organizations or 
association with a imit of govenuMnt, a fifcld of endeavor » -or another 
category dewed useful tor this analysis. Only one affiliation ds 
* recorded for each -individual. * ^ ' # ^ 

Co—ent * A statement of opinion, about any* topic* . 

.. Fora^ nonstructured . A preprinted coaaent for« that allows jpespondents 
/ to type or write original coments. ^ 

/- FoCTt struttured . A preprinted cOMKnt for« on which respondents fill in 
J_ blaoks or"^eck or circle coMcnts tjiat correspond to ,their views* 

■ , . . ' 

Petition . A dpcuaent urging that a particular action be taken and signed ^ 
by a gro»^ of people, usually 10 or more. For this report, petitions • 
and fom letters- were coded the.sasfe. 

RCA. The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 (PL 95-192) . 

Respondent A person**repre8enting himself, f^rgiinization, or a 



unit of goveninent-^^who subnitted a response to .the Response Anilysi^ 
Cen'tei;. " - , ^ 

Response . *A written or oral comunication subQitted'to the Response Analysis 
'"Center. A response contains one or more coflHienls on aspects of the RCA 
' drafts or related issues. \- . * 

t * 

Response type . The manner in which a response was submitted. The different 
types, are: ^ . • 

(0 personal letter, postcard, report, verbal coament, telegram, 
Or mailgram. * / : . 

(2) petition, form letter, or resolution. i 

(3) / structured coupon or structured response form. 

i (4)' nonstructured. response form. . * * • ' 

(5) transcrif^t of public meetings. 

(6X District or State Soil and Water Conseiyation Long-Range Plan. 
(7) other. 

Signafcgre . A name l^ffixed to a response. On the average, each response 
-contains almost two signatures. * 

Topic ." A discrete subject area that Covers a part'of the published RCA 

<frafts Or related issues. Related topics make lip the various chapters 
in thia report. > 
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Xlhapter 1 - Hitblitbtt 



^tbis reporjr~lT bated o^o5V8^?2 retpoatet received by the USBA-RCA Ketponse ^ 
Aulysit Center in Athen»» Georgia* during the, public retponae period 
(Ja'nuary*IUrch 19S0)* Tliete re^tpooset jiere signed by 11S>213 peraoua. They 
contain 1»S13»SS^ separate, idratifiaMe cOMents about the KCA draft, dooiMatt 
and -related iaauei* /Ketponaet are froft ev«ry' ttate in the Nation and the 
Caribbean area\. Tlje retpontes express the viewt of seAbers of the interested 
public. - ^ , , . 

Analysift of these retponset tbovs that — 

a al»9st tbree-fourths aire fro* individuals. * 
o responses fro« the. South are proportionately greater than the 

notUKtropolitan population of the region^ retponset fro« the Northr 
^ east are proportionately tnwller. 
o neatly fislf of the individuals do not identify themselves by occupa- 
tion or affiliation. 
' o , nearly one-fourth of the respontes are fro* those vfao identify 
themelvet as fara^t or ranchers, 
o one-fourth are fron retpondents who identify themelvet ss eaployeet 
of federal, ttste, or loc^l government. . * . * 

\ ' o veil jover half ace ttructured retpofise forsu. 

o ^ about half of all coonents-addrett the alternative ttrat^gies for ' 

^conterving soil and water resources. . 
o More than one-third. of all coMients «iddrets the contervation 

6bjectivet> * v 
o «the-^rc»a^ioipg-xoMc n ts-a^rest'P resent program, conservation 



activitiet, KCA atsuqitions and projections, USDtA agencies, toil^ 
and water 'resources, and miscellaneous topict. 

, Hetpondentt cowenting on toil, water, and related resoiirces*-* 

o value highly the Nation*s tpil, water, and related retources. 
o ' are concerned about the capacity of the Nalion*t retources to meet 
future needs. 

. ■ / ^ ^, ' . ^ _ 

Respondents comtwnting on the contervation objectives** 

*o exprett ttrong si^port for USDA*t traditional objectfvet relating 
i . to consetvation and pretervation of agricultural land. 

o tupport the objective of reducing soil erosion as the cornerttone * 
of USDAr conservation prograat,' more strongly than the other 
6bjectivet. , - 
o tt^port objectives directed at noncroptand^ such st wetlands 

pretervation and wildlife habitat improvement, but not nearly as 
»mttcb as they tupport the traditional objectivet. 
o _ ^want tbe Department to take an active role in helloing to protect 
and pre'terve fsrmlsod without attei|pting direi^ federsl^control. 
o tsy that conservstlftn of nsturAl resources is. important, that 

conservstion is in the public interest, and tfaat^ sccomplitbing^ the 
objectivet would conserve resources for the future.*- 
o think th#t many conservstiou problems originate-in urbto areat .. 
and that USSA should deal with thete if doing so' helps tc t^^lve 
retource piroblems. 

ERIC, ,. . ; . • 
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Those cOMeDting od the a< 



proposed to resell the objectives-*-* 

d -* c ti v i t ies> " t^fce n ss s' 



o 
o 



groups f or jifhieving conservatioD objSctiVff sre sdequste rsther 
Uua i&ade^uBite* , ^' 

■ost fsvor coDservstioD tillsgei drsiosge, erosioo coDtrol aessurea, 
SDd structural flood coDtrol ss e'ffectiye co&servsti&D aessures* 
express lesst support for vetlsod reteotion polricies SDd-dsts 
collectioD aethods* * \ * , 

aost ofteA coMeot od ,tecbiiicsl sssistsuce, sgricultursl resesrch» 
Ad 'erosion coDtrol aessures* 

&pcesft eDtfausiksa* f or both traditional sad' ina6vstive USDA ^r^sctices 
SDd policies for eucourtging couervstiOD* 

RespoDdeDts coaaeDtlng on 'the alternative strstegies, including fsraers aDd 
* rsDCbera-^ , * : 

o aost favor redirecting/present coDservatioD pto^raas SDd coDser* 
vstioD perfocaance bODuses* . ^ 

leaat fayor the regulatory eqphssis SDdxross coapliance* 
generally ssy that (hey would support s national conaervstion 
progrsa that is wll funded, voluntary^ and reiponjive to local 
conditiona and needa* , r * 

Ptrsona cpniietotin^on USDA agencies snd their consetystion progrsas" 

generslly believe that the progrsat are effectivevbut ssy that the 
agencies could do sn even better job if tl^ey had nore funding^, if 
^ they could provide aorf technicsl sssistance, snd if they vere aore 

efficient; , * - < - 

^ • 

Those coaaenting on relsted agricultural iaaues" v 

o favor a atrong export policy,, and relate this to energy needs* * 
endorse the*trsditional Aaerican concept of iaall fsaily fsras* 

support preservation of fataland for agricultural use« 

Mvj that education snd resesrch—but not <regulsti'on**sre sppro^ 
priste sress for governaental'involvt-pent in conservation ' 
activitiea* ^ 



o 
o 



o 
o 
o 



Reapondents coaaenting on the^£A process-* 

o endorse the KCA--p<iblic psrticipstion effort* 
. , o ssy thst^th^review period-wss too short, that too few copies of 
' ' tlteJjdofuMnts vere svsilsble, snd thst the docuaents should hsye 
aore exposure. 

exj^r^ss soae doubts about thtf*^ sccurscy of dsta in the^ KCA drsf t 
docuaents* 
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• Chapter 2 - Background and National Summary 

This chapter provides background information for this report and a broad 
overview of the responses received during the RCA public coiBiftent period, ^ 
describes what the respondents say, and characterizes tjje comments submitted. 

L 

Background 

The Soil and VAater Resources Conservation Act (RCA) calls for USDA to appraise 
the soil and winter resources on the Nation's nonfederaL lands and to develop 
a national proj^r^m for conservation of soil, water, and t^elated resources* 
The President ^s to send this appraisal, a^^roposed program, and a statement . 
of ^policy to C<^ngrbss in 1980. 

USDA calls its involvement with RCA activities the ''RCA process/' The RCA 
process is one of*- ^ - 

o appraising resources. 

o projecting demands. 

o establishing conservation objectives* . ' 
o developing alleioative strategies' to meet the objectives, 
o selecting the strategies for the recommeqded USDA soil and water 
Conservation program/ 

Guiding this proct^sns is an interagency Coordinating Committee representing 
several ' federa^l agencies. 1/ The Soil Conservation Se|:vice has leadership 
responsibility for the RCA process. ^ 

During this process, "USDA has prepared four major documents: 
o Draft Appraisal Part I. , 
o Draft Appr^is^a-lr^aact II. 

"o Draft Program Repor^^^aln}--EQvir<mmental Impact^Statement. 
o Sumittary of the 'three draft do^ 




USDA circulated these documents for public comment .^^^'^i^ report analyzes the 
.public's comments. * 

^ii ffbe Public's Role ia the RCA Process * - 

Public participation is' an important feature RCA., The Act calls for 
cooperation among the Secretary of Agriculture, conservation districts, 
state and local agencies, and other appropriate groups to ensure public 
participation^in! develoj^ng a national soil and water conservation program. 



* 'JL/ The Gonmittee is made vb^ of representatives of nine USDA agencies — 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS); Economics, Statistics 
'and Cooperatives Service (ESCS); Farmers Home Administration (FmHA); Forest 
Service (FS); Rural Electrification Administration (REA) ; Ifcience and Education 
Administration (SEA); Soil Conservation Ser\ice (SCS); Office of Budget, 
Planning, and Evaluation (OBPE); and Office of Environmental Quality (OEQ)"and 
two other federal ageqcies — Office of Management and Budget (0MB) and Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ). ^ * ^ ' 

* * # 
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Public participation in the RCA process is designed to — 

o Italic the public aware of and informed about the features of RCA, 
^ including theif role in developing new programs* ■ 

o make the public aware of the condition of the Nation's resources 
* ^nd the importance of developing a national soil and water conser* 

vation program. 

o encourage people with diverse interests to contribute information, 

' express views, and assist decisionmaker? in developing the program* 
o bring all views expressed by the public before the decisiouaakers* 
« inform the public about the national conservation progr^ that 
results from KCA* 

There have been three aajPr RCA public participation activities to date* 
First was a series of public meetings to so*licit citizens' views on resource 
concenKi and problems* Second wjs a pifblic opinion survey conducted for USDA 
by Louis. Karris and 4^sociates* Third was soliciting public comments on the 
RCA draft documents* - 

I: Defining resource conceras *-^-Public meetings were initially selected as 
the primary technique to enlist public participation* The first series of 
public meetings was held to obtain the views of the interested public regarding 
soil and water conservation concerns and probl^is and to identify potential' 
solutions* During 197S, more t£an 164,000 people attended 9,000 state and 
local meetings where itCA was es^lained and discussed* .These meetings were 
held throughout the country in virtually all conservation districts. In 
September I97S, public meetings were held at five Ipcations throughout the 
country to identify broad area resource problems and' concerns * These meetings 
were held in Washington, D*C*; Arlington, Texas; Oakland, CaliJorni^,.Atlanta, 
Georgia; and SchiHer Park, Illinois. 

II: The public opinion survey **-^Between October 19 and November 21, 1979, 
Louis Harris and Associates conducted a public opinion survey to determine 
public attitudes regarding conservation of soil, water, and related resources* 
During the survey, in-person interviews wer%held with 7,010 adults representing 
a cross s'ection of the Nation's population* Some of the survey's major 
findings are included in this report* 

II I; Soliciting public coaments , "During January and February 1980, USDA 
held 18 regioDJftl meetings to solicit comnents from the public. Citizens were 
invited to submit written conoentsi These comments were directed to the 
1ISDA*RCA Response Analysis Center in Athene, Georgia. The Center was staffed 
'by SCS snd other USDA «mployeesj^ supplemented by locally hired eoployees* - 
The center bejean operations on February 19, 1980, and completed operations on 
Hay 1, 1980* T 

Several important points should be kept in mind when reading this report 

\ 

o Responses ^generated during a public coament period cannot be used as a 
basis for generalization or inference because they are not derived from a 
statistically designed sampling procedure, such as the Loui? Harris and 
Associates public opinion survey* 
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o The reason why people and organizations choose^to respond during a 
public coment period nay not be known. However » the fact that^^the 
respondents wrote to USDA about RCA indicates that they had- access to inforr 
nation about RCA and that they were aware that USDA/was asking for coiiiDentS' 
This is not true of the majority of U.S. citiz^ens^y 

[The Harris survey^ljkdicates that even tlH>t(gl^ 7? percent of the 
public prefers a cpun^xy with many chants for citizens to ^OTe' a 
say in govenunent decisions, only la Utird of the public has partici* 
patedln a govemnent decision' tfo^/^^niple, by writing a letter to 
the government) .J ^ 

Hational gcope of the Response \ 

This, report analyzes 64,872 responses, which contain 1,5^3>556 identifiable ' 
coMKnts. Since many of the response^carry more than one signature, 118,213 
people are" represented- ^ ^ 

Responses were received from every state in the Union and firom the Caribbean 
area* For purposes of this analysis, the country was divided into four 
.regions on the basis of natural resource characteristics* These regions are '\ 
shown in figure 2-1- 

Comparison of responses and signatures to regional population , -^Responses 
were not generated uniformly across the^ country* nor are they proportional to 
the nonmetropol itan population* Forty*four percent of the responses and 46 
percent of the signatures come from the South. The South has 30 percent of 
the-ltetion's lioiSetr6p61itan~p^ and 23 percent of the total popula- 

tion. Disproportionately few responses are froift the Northeast* See table 
2-1 and figures 2-2, 2-3; and^2-4. 

Type of response ^^-'People. responded in a variety of ways. Fifty-seven' percent 
of the responses were submitted on structured response forms. Many of these' 
forms are the version distributed by the National Association of Conservation 
Districts (NACD), or a variation* The extent to which these, forms, which 
identify key issues in the RCA documents >^ tended to lead respondents to 
consider pertinent issues of the RCA process that the respondent might not 
have otherwise considered or addressed* is unknown* All told, 82 different 
response forms were used. Structured response forms account for 37>264 
responses, which include 72,307 signatures. Over 4,000 petitions and form 
letters irans"3itted 13>993 signatures, or 12 percent of all signatures. 
Other respondents sent 15,400 personal letters, or 24 percent of all responses. 
Respondents from the Northeast sent more letters than structured response 
forms* Respondents from the other regions sent more structured forms than 
letters. See table 2*2. 

Type of respondent > "Respondents are classified in one of the 17 groups shown 
in tables 2*3 and 2*4. Most respondents a^^r individuals. Individuals submitted 
46,242 responses bearing almost 91,000 signatures. Agencies of local and 
state governments and of the federal government sent 16,322 responses, farm 
organizations submitted 746 > and environmental organizations, 6^3* 

1 
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These six categories of respondents account for nearly all (98.6 percent) 
responses dnd signatures. As shown in table 2-5 » individuals account for 71 
percent of all resi^onses and 77 percent of all signatures. Goveinment agencies 
account for about 25 percent of all responses and 20 percent of all signatures. 

Affiliation of respondent . ••Twenty-two percent of all responses are from 
respondents who identify themselves as. fanners or ranchers. Ten percent are. 
from people who identified themselves as affiliated w*th conservation districts. 
On nearly half of the responses, the respondents do not identify their affilia- 
tion. Table 2-6 shows affiliation of respondents. 

Content of responses . — Respondents discuss a wide variety of ideas » issues,^ 
and items. For computer processing, these stateownts were recorded according ^ 
to a coding system organized into topics -and comments. **Topic** is the label 
given to a discrete subject area ^ch as an alternative strategy^ an objective, 
or an activity. 'Xomment" is the label given to the opinion t^at the respondent 
ei^resses about* the topic. Comments on alternative strategies and conservation 
objectives account for nearly 90 percent of all comments^ 

Almost 40 percent of all comments are accounted for by five conmient codes, 
which express a range of opinion from **strongly agree'* to '^strongly disagree.*' 
These five comments were structured into the NACD reply form and similar 
forms ^ The other; 60 percent of the comments are represented by 890 codes ^ 
Of these, 30 codes each account for between 1 4nd 3 percent of the comments, 
^and the other 860 codes each account for less than 1 perceire of the comments. 
Table 2-7 shows how the comments are distributed among the topics. 

the following chapters in this report discuss the content of these responses 
in detail. An appendix to this report has been printed and bound sepAi^Ately 
for liotited distribution. 
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Table $-1.— Respoases aad signatures, by RCA r«gipQ 



.RCA regioQ 



Responses 

pT 



NuAber 



'erceat Number 



Signatures 



Perceat^ 



Northeast* ™ 

Midwest-—- — 

South— 

West 

Toul 1/— ^- 



7 ,649 ^ 


12 


9,975 


8 


-21,763 , 


33 


' 45,630 


38 


28,438 


44 


53,656 • 


46 


6,856 


11 


9.327 


8 


64,872 


100 


118,213 


100 



~ 1/ Total includes responses where the state of origiti is not known* 



FlguitM.- Tim P»tWbu«ion d nu powi M o gg^*^ ^ 




■20 



Table . 2-2 . --Respooses 

♦ 

fiy response type and RCA region 



Response type 



Northeast 



Midwest 



South 



West 



Total y 



Personal letter-r^ 

Petition \ 

Response for«: 
Structurtfd— — " 
Nonstructured'-'' 
Other 2/ — 




3,753 
406 




14,0^ 
3,455 
■ 113 



6,645 
3,275 

16,357 
2,092 
89 



1,851 

.135 

4,296 
502 
82 



15,400 
4,052 

37,264 
7,820 
336 





7,^49 


21,763 28 


,458 


,6,556 


64,872 


Percentage 


\ 

distri^tion a«ong RCA regions 


f by response type 




Persoiul letter*- 


41 


17 


23 


27 ' 


24 




3 


2 


12 


' 2 


" 6 


Response fom: . 














33 


-64 


57 


' 63 


57 


Nonstructured*** 


23 


16 


7 


7 


12 




1 


1 • 

> 


* 


1 


1 




100 


' 100 


100 


100 


^00 



Percentage distribution anong response types, by RCA region 



Ptar^onal letter— 

Betition 

Response font: 
Structured-"— 
MoDstructured- — 
Otfaer 



Total" 



20 
6 

7 
22 
15 



24 
10 

38 
44 
34 

"~ir 



43 
81 

44 

27= 



12 

3 



. 1^ 
Tft.24 



11 



100/ 
lOff 

100 
100 
100 

100 3/ 



1/ Total includes responses fdiere the state of origin is not known. 
2/ "Other" responses include transcripts of public hearings, oral- 
responses, and telegraphs. « 

.3/ Percentages ouy -not tota^-100 because of rounding. 

* LesS'than 0.5 percent. 

# * ■ 
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Table 2-3* — Responses, by respondent type' and RCA region 
» ' 



Respondent type 



Northeast Midwest South West Unknown Total 



• 

Academic******" — * i6 

Agribusiness*-*-** — *- 10 

Business/industry — — *— ^- 14 

Civic/docial *— 9 

CcoModity organization — ^ — 26 
Environmental organization — i3i 

Farm organization • 119 

Federal govemMnt — • . 428 

Individual——" r— 5,636 

Indus try/ trade group — — 8 
'Labor organization— -------- 0 

Local govemnent* — • 1,05/ 

Minority organization*- 2 

Stat^ government — 174 

You^ organization* *- . 1 

Other groups and 

organizations** — **- 7 

Other 3_ 

N^otal-- 7,641 

^ 



17 

4 
7 
29 
241 
240. 
* 1,484' 
15 , 175 
11 
1 

4,107 

7- 

^ 337 

14 

59 



. 31 
■ 52 
100 
90 
42 
197 
304 
1,988 
21,030 
15 
1 

',012 
33 
498 
32 

26 
7 



8 
13 
26 

42 
74 
83 
611 
4,278 
1 
1 

1,447 
5 

157 
2 

10 
91 



21:, 756 28,458 6,856 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 

123 
0 
0 

12 
0 
1 
0 

0 
16 



72 
97 
{ 144 
112 
139 
643 
746 
4,520 . 
46,242 
35 
3 

10^635 
' 48 
1,167 
36 

57 
176 



161 64,872 



Table 2-4. — Signatures, by respondent type and;,RCA region 



Respondent type 



Nor^east Jlidwest South West Unknown Total 



Acadenkic-* — -* 7— 16'* 

Agribusiness-*-* — - — * — 7-, 11 
Business/industry—-^-*** — 14 

Civic/social ~* 9 

Coottodity organization* i6 

EnViroanental organization-- 162 
Farm organizations*'— r—* — 1,53 
Federal government — - — — 505 

Individual — 7,454 

Industry/ trade group *- 8 

Labor organizajtion^ 0 

Local government — ^*— * 1,401 

Minority organization *-* 2 

State goVernwent--- 203 

Youth organi^tion-* " 1 

. Other groups and 

o rganiza t ions * — 7 

Other 3 

Total 9,975 



17 
24 
4 
6 
41 
312 

1,981 
36,079 
11 
1 

5,323 
7 

471 
1 

. 104 
277 



33 

62 
106 
127 

43 
28S 
586 
2,935 
41,985 

13 
• 1 
6,496 

33 
728 

61 

158 
4 



45,030 53,656 



8 
13 
27 

6 

i44 
\39 

965 
5,279 
1 
1 

2,387 
5 

237 
2 

21 

93 
9,327 



2-9 



0 
0 

.0 
0 
0 
0 

10 
197 
0 
0 

14 
0 
4 
0 



74 
110 
151 
148 
154 
898 
1,207 
/ 6,396 
90,994 
33 
3 

15,621 
47 
1,645 
6S 

0 290 
0 377 



225 118,213 
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Table 2-5'< — Etesponses and signatures, by selected respondent type 



Respondent', type 



Ntmber 

Etesponses , Signatures 



Percentage of— 
Responses* Signatures 



Individual—- 

Local govenotent— 
Federal i^vemnent- 
Stat« govenuMnt— 
Far«. organiawtion— 
EnviroDMental 

organization-—: 
All others- — - 



Total' 



10,635 
4,520 
1,167 
746 

643 
919 



do, 994 
15,621, 
6.396 
1,645 
1,207 

398 ' 
1,452 I 



64,872 118,213 



71 


77 . 


\6 


• 13 


7 , 


5 


2 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 - 


\ 


100 ■' 


100 



Table 2-6.— Responses, 


by. affiliation of respondbit ■ \ ■ 


Affiliation of respondent 


Nuaber 


Percent 


Conservation district ^ffipial— 
ASC county ■ coonlttee Bcnbet*^— 


- 14,351 
7,086 
2,339 
1,^77 
1,049 
380 


22 
11 
4 

3- - 

2 

1 



Soil Conservation Service — — " ^ 
EnvironMntal organiiatiyi^--"*; 
Agricultural Stabilization and 

, Coaservation Service— 

Fara Bureau — ^ — — *" — 

Other affiiiat«4 respondents-*^-^ 

Other, grcipsr— — "7"'" 

Onkitowa affiliation^ — 



?23 
127 

*i 

, 122 
109 
1,437 
4,488 

31,384 



>tal- 



64,872 



* 

* 

. * 
2 
7 

1^8 



100 - 



Less than 0.5 percent . 
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t«im«wlf 12,417 11,148 2ft,113 21,310 94f,M3 14,S4S 40,403 jl,431 15,741 771,703 

lic^l tovftmrnit 7,fOO 2,174 * 160,330 3,14S 246,«IS l,fSl S,106 1,464 ^ 2,107 43M72 

SUttt tmnHMt»« f42 S06 16,200 536 24,27« 3SS 7il 170 4M - 4M» 

F*4rr«l tmna^t*- — 3,273 l,06f 70,f47 l^TW 114»266 1,123 . IplH 630 f02 196,072 

Ffmori^utiMW — ** 472 173 9,940 247 14,104 104 417 .130 30^ 26,2TS~ 

tavifwiMUl if«ttpflA» 469 337 9,727 302: - 'ia«SS3 131 - « 329 214 253 25,206 

All «tbci 103 X 472 3.220 . 432 24 S 200 020 . 10.609 

ToUl cowmU 2S»376 16,019 577,002 27*010 76S,7S9 10,741 50^7 11*250 ' 2O,704 1,513,550 

* ' I 

• - . : ■ — ■ ^ — : ^ ■ : ~ 

^ Nrccntate dl«trib«tio«» \t$ topic frM^ 



- lodividtMU 49 71 51 77 46 70 00 j^* . ^5 ^ 76 51 

^ iocsl tovftroMt"-^.— ^31 14" * 2* « » 13 ^ 10 29 

8t«ttt to^nMMt*-- 7^— 3 3' 3^2 3 21 2'^2 3 

F«4enl tmrwnt ,13 7 12* 6 15 6 6 6 5 13 

Ffm orftMsatiofw-^*-* 2 1 .2. 1 2'l'l \ 2 2 

lOvifOMeiUl tr<Hfpft — -2'2 2 vl ,2 1 1 2 11 

411 oUter ^« » 2 1 2 ^ 2 1 2 3 J 

ToUl *- — 'Too 100 100 ^"^ 100 100 ^ too 100 ^ 100 iOO"^ 100 



Ftfc«nUtft 4iftrifc«ti«i, fey t«ipoo6rat type 



MiviOiulf 2 1 39 . 3 45 2 5 t 2 100 

Ue#l tmnMeat 2 * 30 1 * 56 * 1 100 

ftUttt imnM^t 2 t 37 1 * 55 1 2 * 1 100 

FtO»nl formmidit 2 1 16 1 . 50 11 * 100 

Ffm «rkMiftatlW ^ 2*1 30 1 55 1 2 ' > 1 100 

^ tolrniMrttl fr^t — ^ I '39 1 54 1 r t * 1 100 

All otWr-) ^ 4 . U 4 - 30 4 2. 3 | 100 

* T«U1 -I ~^ 1 10 % 51 r 1~= ^ i 1 100 



* Uff tlu« 0*5 perccot* 
f 
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Chiptar 3 - The RCA Procest; Astuaption^ and Projectiont N^. 

This '^ptJcr preteau an evaiutioD of th< cbMenta on tlie RCA process and on 
thf basi^ssu^tions aod projections that the U*S* Departwnt ot Agriculture 
used iA Avelopinc alternative program for conserving soil and water* 

? 

The RCA Procesg 

TbA process encoapa^ses the general procedures for i^leaenting the Resources 
Conservation Act aikd'ptoTi<te% a fraw^rK for formlating the final RCA 
^^rogrw alternatives. It includea appraiaing resourcea^ projecting future 
conditions and dcaands^ and identifying objectives arid atx;ategies for action* 
It also inclutos a "public review of the RCA draft docuMnts* 

The scope of the respcnge ^'-WationwidCt 2^540 coMedU deal with the RCA 
pi^ocess* Forty-six percent cow frott the South region* 27 percent fro* the 
Midwettt 17 percent^ fro* the West* and 10 percent froff the Northeast* 

The affiliation of 47 percent of the respondenu is unknown* * Only 19 percert 
identify themelves aa faraers or ranchers* The following list shows the 
nuai^r of convents and sigiutures oif the RCA process by topic* 



Nunber of , Nuflber of 

Topic conyflts signatures 

General procedures 1.931' . 2*418 

Public participation 609 742 

Total T 2T540 3,160 

General procedure^ >*r There are l»93l convents relating, to general procedures* 
Kore^than half (51 percent) say that* the docuMnts Aould have been given 
«ore public exposure and that the Department did not give people enough tia^ 
to review the docuaenta* Nearly 20 percent say thrft the Oepartsmit will 
ignore public opinion, and 12 percent say that the number of people exposed 
to the RCA documents is too small to represent public ophtion* 

Other cooments include the following 'ideas: * ^ ^ 

0 Regional meetings should bsve been held in agricultural areas*, 
0 Information from the Hatris survey and the 1978 RCA public meetings 
should be used* 

0 The public needs to understand how data are collected* 
0 A resources poll may yield inaccurate results* ^ 
0 All VSDA agencies should psrticipste %p RCA* 
0 Soil conaervation district involvement in RCA should be Umited* 
0 The questionnaire used^ in some conservation districts should have 
been prepared by professional pollsters^* * «' 
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Public participation . — the following list shows» most of the comnents 
on jpublic participation frome from -the South and Midwest. * 

y Number of Percentage 

RCA Region , ^^.^ * comments- of comments 

Northeast— * 94 15 

Midwest T 186 31 

South — 206 34- 

Wfest-"^ * 123 20 

TotalT 609 100 




Thej609 coSleAts relating to public partici 
that are not re^^ily grouped 'or summarized 
saying that publi^^t^rticipation is useful 
Department should give additional emphasis 
general ^support for and agreement with publ 



pation cover a wide range of ideas 

About 17 percent are positive^ 
in identifying trends or that the 
to public participation or expressing 
ic participation* 



t^e results of th^ Harris survey indicated that the public wants a 
greater voice in governmental decisions* Of those sampled in the 
survey, <70 percent said that they preferred ^"country that is 
.willing ^o put up with some delay in order to let more people have 
a say in big decisions* Seventy-nine percent preferred a country 
that gives, citizens many chances to participate in government 
decisions* ^ 

People say that in general the govenurient agencies give insufficient 
review time* Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 31 percent 
said that they would have participated mnch more in the federal 
government's decisii>ns if they had had more advance notice of when 
decisions were going to be made* Forty-seven percent said that they 
would ha_ve participated somewhat more or a little moire^] 
^ * * 
About 9 percent of the comnents on public participation are critical * These 
comments say that the public participation process should have been clearer 
and simpler, that'the program is expensive and useless, and that data are in 
error or are incomplete. 

[People seem to find communicating with government gen^^rally complex 
or difficult* Of those sampled in the Harris survey, only 29 
percent said that they fully or mostly understood how to influence 
the decision of a federal government agency or department, 32 
percent said that they understood only a little', and 38 percent 
said that they hardly ^understood at all. Eighteen percent said 
that they would like the government to provide more detaile(} explanations 
of problems and proposed solutions, 26 percent said that they would 
. like the government to provide brief summaries of problems and 
proposed solutions, 28 percent said they w6uld like the government 
to tell them where to get more facts on the problems and proposed 
solutions, and 21 percent ^aid that all they needed to know was 
what agency was in charge of certain problems* Thirty-three percent 
said that they have tried personally to influence the federal 
government's decisions; 65 percent said that they have not. Forty 
percent of those sampled said that in the last 5 years^Xhey-^t^ve 
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increased their participation in the goveroBeni't decisions » 31 
percent said that they are participating less often, and 28 percent 
h said that they are participating at tht sane rate.] 

A large nurtier of the coHwnts cover diverse opinions on a wide range of 
subjects related to public pai^ticipation. These coMents include the following 
suggestions: 

o Increase funding* 

o Educate cijtizens on land stewardship* . 
o Expand public participation* 
o Hold workshops and Meetings. 

o latprove efficienqr and coordination aaong citizens, businesses, and 

public agencies.^ 
o C<uisider> incentives for nonagricultural landowners* 
o Provide tax incentives to ensure participation. 
^ o Support the American farmer, 
o Provide an adequate assessment* 
o BasLe project activity on public opinion* 
o Actively prMote soil conservation* 

b Give farmers the major voice in the development of agricultural 

policies a£td programs. ' 
o Conservation serves the best interests of all Americans* 
o Divide conservation costs equally among all people^ 

Assumptions and Projections 

RCA assumptions and projections are based on extrapolations from recent 
trends, knowledge about devclopMnts that may affect ^e future and reason'^ 
able expectations about fu^ui^^xhanges* ^ 

Population changes greatly .affect the demand. for food and fiber, outdoor 
recreation, and water. Population distribution has a strong influence on 
state and regional demands for rentable resources^ For the RCA analysis, 
USDA used the Commerce Department's 1977 projections of moderate population - 
growth* Ihider these projections, the Nation's population would grow from 
215*2 million people in 1976 to 260*4 million in the year 2000 and to 300*3 
million in 2030. 

Disposable personal income*-income available for spending or saving — is an 
important determinant of .demand. Per capita disposable income (in 1972 
dollars) was projected to increase from an average of $4,148 in 1975-77 to 
$7,640 in the year 2000 and to $13,779 in 2030^ USDA used three levels of 
exports to estimate the effect of exports on food and fiber demand: (1) no 
exports, (2) 1975*-77 export levels, and (3) a projected moderate growth in 
exports* Demand for agricultural products for domestic consumption only (no 
exports) in 2030 would rise by 107 percent; for domestic consumption plus 
1975-77 export levels, by 142 percent; and for domestic consuo^tion plus 
projected exports, by 172 percent. 
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Technological growth is one of the main factors^ influencing the productive 
capacity of American agriculture. Increases in productivity due to techno- 
logical^ improvements are projected to be l/l percent per year through the 
year 2000 and 0*8 percent per year between 2000 and 2030* The D^artment 
will conduct additional analyses to evaluate the sensitivity of future resource 
problems to higher^ dr lower rates of growth in agricultural productivity* 

The s cope of the response * --Nationwide , 25 , 376 comments deal with the assump- 
tion^ and projections., Forty^five {lercent come from the South region, 37 
percent from the Midwesty II percent from the West, and 7"percent from the " 
Northeast. The following list shows the regional distribution of comments 
and signatures. 

Number of Hui^b^r of 

RCA Region commepts signatures 

Northeast — — 2,799 6,988 

Midwest - 9,086 16,173 , 

South-T r - 10,096 15,838 

West— - - — - 3,335 5 ,483 

Unicnown 61 . 61 

Total 7-' 25,376 W,543 

Comments were received in the following forms: 

Number of 

Form of response comments 

Structured response form — ^ 21,588 

Petition — * - 1 ,677 

Personal letter 1, 602 

Nonstructured response form — -- — ^ 424 

Public transcript r * ^ — 73 

Other — 12 

Total — 25,376 

Table 3-1 shows respondent types. Sixty ^percent of the re^spondents are 
individuals. The respondents represent various organizations and interest 
groups . 

Most of the comments on assumptions and projections address energy. Economic 
assumptions are addressed next most frequently* The following liist shows the 
distribution of the comments. Many of the comments coded to the assumptions 
and projections concern the general topic rather than a specific assumption or 
projection as stated in the draft documents. 

Number of . 

Topic comments 

Populations^ — •'--^ , X56 

Economics — - — — — — 5 , 17 1 

Energy r 19,652 

Technological change--^ — * — ^ — -^----^--p.* H5 

Othet/all assumptions and projections-^-------- — - — 282 ^ 

Total 7 25,376 

t 
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Table S-l^r^-CooneBts and signatures on assunptions and projections, 

by respondent type 



Respondent type 



Niiabei: of 
cQ«nentft 



Nuaber of 
signatures 



Acadealcr « — — ^ — — 

Agrii^ttsiness* — — — 

Bus ineas/ industry — — — — — - 

Clvic/aocial"-"" — — 

CoModlty 

Envirooaental groups — " — — — 

Fi^m organizations 

Fcderrl gove^M^^t — . — 

Individual (total) — ^ 

Fa me r / r anchc r * 5,345 

Professional----"-"""""""--"" 786 
Houseperson-"" — — — — — 510 

Other individual 5,776 

Industry/ trader groups"--— 

Local govenuseat (total)™"— "-"-""" 

Conservation district""""-*"" 5,191 

ASC county coMittee — 1,584 
Other local government— 1,125 

Minority organizations — - — — 

State govenuseot- — — — — — „ 

Touth organizations-—"*- — -— — *— 

Other groups—— 

Other 

- ^otal"" — — ' 

^^^r 



14 


14 


1 A 


16 


15 


_ 19 


' 6 


15 


25 


28 


469 


546 


472 


617 




4 335 


12 41J 


26 226 


7 


8 


7,900 


11,688 


2 


2 


742 


936 


2. 


31 


5 


27 


13 


35 


25,376 


4^,543 



Population .— Of the 156 couents addressing USDA's population projections, }9 
.percent are positive conownts-dealing jMith how conservation planning could . 
tteet.future des»nds for food. Seven perc^T^ay^^ilL^s inportant enough that 
additional evphasis is needed, and 11 percent say that^^E^^^SQjJ. vould support 
the projected population. Other coMents include: 

o Increased returns will encourage conservation. ^ ^ <^ 

o Ears the land naxiiftiii capacity to Met« increased demand. 

o Projecting population trends is <«n effective use of tax dollars « 

o High general ratings 

o * Control population to linit strain on resources, 
o Control population through taxation or education. 

About 25 percent of the coonents on population assuisptions and projections 
are critical. Some say that the data are in error* others that there are 
too few /data in the SuMary to nake agricultural decisions, and still others 
think ^^t more accountability is needed. 



Additional ccmeati^^jay: ' , 

0 Tht public' ihoij^d knotr how the d«ta were collected. ^ ; 

0 Technical aaaittanca ii needed. £ 

0 Additional reaearcb and devalopMnt are need^. 

' 0 Tenpa 4r« difficult to aeaaure. , 

0 InfoxMiiiibn ii ^^dequately presented. \ 

0 Population control la needed. ,^ 

0 Qoralated to RCA. 

Fifty-four percent of the coMenta are general atateMnta about populi^tion 
.trenda and projectiona. Theae connenta include the foriowing: 

0 Food: ^ ' * 

Capitaliaie on aucplua of agricultural producta to reduce trade deficit. 
Sutl^rt a waste not^ant not philoaophy. / ' ' ^ 

(; Seterioration of ^iourcea ia a aerioua problem that will^increaae. 

^ We cannot feed the world; provide technical aaaiat^ce io^^other countriea. 
*o Laiid:, ^ ; . V ^ ' 

Save agricultural land for the future. 
Put houaea on land not auitable for fanring or grazing. 
Cultivate flood plaipa; use sod cover during the flood cycle. ^ 
Uttit residential use to nonfsiw areaa and to la^id unsuitable fol. 

' , faming. 

Prohibit building of public facilitiea on priae agricultural land. ; > 
0 Conservstion: ^ ^ j / 

'Conservation of natural reaources is the Nation's firat priority^ even 
before^prodttction. v-- 
Paxwra* problem and their use of land afiould intereat all Americana. 
AsMrican farMra are the greatest in the world; they are very efficient and 

deaerve anpport. 
Increase funds for coat sharing. 
0 Planning ia eaaential. 

Ecooortlca . * -Thia topic received 5»171 coMienta» over hali of which (55 percent) 
favor s strong export policy. ^About 10 percent say that conaetvmtion ia 
enhanced by higher profita and aft«]t.d he tied to econovica. 

(Of thoae aai^led in the Harris aurvjey» 86 percent aaid £hat the 
Mstion*s excess of inports over exitorts is very serious or ao»e- 
* what aerious problem. Only 5 percent said that it ia hardly a 
serious p^blett^ and 7 percent were not aure.] 

The reat of the coienta addreaa a wide range of aoaieti«ea contradict«^r^^ 
ideaa» including the fol^ovingi * ^ ( 

0 Balance exporta using long ^snge si^ly projections. ^ 

o Use exports M ,a political tool to balance tr^de and influence 
. world affairs; 

0 Maintain current export levela. 

0 Export no agricultural products. 
. 0 Do not sacrifice farai incove for the benefit of the consumer. 

0 The data are correct. 

0 The data are in error. 
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o The linear pcograHiug aodel is not constrained enough «n^ My giw 

the wrong impression* 
o Do not ^x«it exports or imports to effect intm production* . 
o Capitalize on surplus ^gricultursl products to reduce the trade 
deficit^ 

CoQsjprvstion incresses productivity* " 

RCA should plsce siore ei^hssis on the role of economics in sgricul* 

,ture*' . 

o^ A^dditional eaphssis ds needed* 

. . ■ , ^ 

Ijp^rp* **Eoers» received" 19 co—wts^ h/ far the largest nuMber of all 
ciMBeata coded Co ^aaaviptions snd projections* Alvost sll <9^ percent) of 
the coasentir relste energy to « strong export polii^ for sgricultursl products* 
Host of the ^oflMiits (67 percent) encoursge the use^ of fan exports to psy for 
,oiX i^portSt thereby reducing. the Hsttan^-sr-trsde ^deficit* The reminder (26^- ^ 
J percent) sii^port mintain^nt the 1975*77 level tff^exports* 

[The HanrM sntvey indicated' that s greiit Mny people ste concerned 
sbout energy use^ psrticiilsrly ss it relates to the i^ort and export 
of oil. Forty^nlne percent of those questioned by' the 
Harris survey believed that gssohol Aill Jielp reduce oil iaports in 
the next S yesrs; '23 percent believed thiiCnsynfuels will; 11 per* 
cent) that both willi.and .4 per^cent^ that neither f^ill*] 

Other ' coMenta on energy aM^tioha include the following: 

. o ^ Export no agricultural^ producta* 

o . Conduct atudies on energy*ssving conservation Mjthods* ^ 

o Diversify, energy sourcei^ froa oil to solsr^ siethanet and others* 

o Educste-tiie public sbout conservation and the environment* 

o Produce gaaobol froft agricultural and processing residues* 

o Halt excesa transportation between atatea und regions* 

o Ei^hssize the effects of energy use in sgriculture. 

Technologicsl chsngr *"Onfe hundred fifteen coMents sre coded to the projections * 
of technologicsl chsnge^ and theae vary widely* More than 20 percen^ suggeat 
that aore eaiphaaia be given to technology^ USDA' deaoastration fans^ laird 
research* Othera aay that funding abould be increaaed* About 15 percent say 
,<«that^tbe ^ta are in error^or arVLbaaedon too little information* About 7 
percent aay that technology must be flexible enough to meet s wide variety of 
needs and changing economic conditiona* Other comments include the following; 

o Diversify energy sources* ' . ^ 

o Protect wster snd sir from' pollution* 

o End dependence -on technology; fsrmera should return to basics*, 
o The cheadcal industry aboUld develop aafer and more specific pesticidea'* 
o . USDA ahould encourage and aubsidize orgsnic farming* 
,vO Provide more technical assistance* 
. 0 ^ Conaervation increaaea production* 

. Other/all aasumptiona and proiectiona *''''Of the 282 comments on other or all 
aaaumptiohe^-and projectionist about 8 percent are favorable* Four percent aay 
that the data sre useful in identifying national trenda~and making policy 
deciaions and that the data should be given more emphsaia* About 42 percent 

* * H 
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of the coMente are cri^^el of unfavorable, to the refkortal' Thirty-five 
percent aa^ fhrnt the dkta 4re^^^rror> unrealiatic, or unfounded. Other 
* coMventa aay" that the Mterial prea^nted should have been simplified. Other 
co—enf include the follovfkit': ^^-^ 

o RCA ia too eipensive. ^^-^ 
o DocuMnta are eitpensive and aeaningless.^"^^ 
o RCA needs adequate funding consiatent with pro^^u and needs. 
^ o Environaental conceraa and cheap fotod are not ccapa££ble. 
o Loaa of famland to road construction is a big problem. 
o ConaervatiM «ust be implemented on a continuoua, long ten basis., 
o . Pollutants coiMt froa urban areaa as veil 4a agriculture, 
o ^l^raiaal and Program Report are biased toward cropland and water 
reaourcea. ^ ^ ' * 

Some o| the reapondents enllbrae the public participation effort and express 
appreciation for, the oppf^rtunity to cMBent. However* som 'are disappointed 
.with the RCA proc'eaa and public participation effort. Theae respondents say 
that thitre waa not enough tiae for review* that not enough copies pt the 
docunenta'were available* and that aeeting places were inconvenient. They, 
alao aay* however* that public review and participation are desirable and 
need Mre publicity. 

Thoae who coaMnted on aaauaqptiona^nd projectiona overwl^eI«ingly suppjprt a ^ 
high level 9f agricultural ei^orts to boost fare inco«e and balance trade. 
$0Me reapondenta doubt the accuracy of the i^asinp^^^^ns^and projectiens but- 
aay that anch Inforwation would be uaeful if it were valid. The public 
wanta aore infocMtion on the relationship between conservatdon and 
.econoaica* 

■ ■ V* • : 
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Chapter 4.* Soil-^ Water/and Related Resources 



This chapter examines the connents cf>nceniiiis the status ai|d condition and 
trends in soil» water» and related resources. A full discussion of this 
subject ia contained in the RCA Appraisal Parts I and 11* . . \ 

Coiaents on resources fall into the^ following categoric:*::^ soil» water » fish 
and wildlife habitat^ wetlands^ energy^ waste (orgaric^ inorgairic» solid)» 
outdoor* recreati^n^ open space ^and. scenic landscapes^ all natural, resources » 
and other resources/ Nudber- of signatures was exasiined but . is discussed* 
only where significant. The ratio of signatures to coMents is as follows: 
all natural reaourcesy 4:1; Water» 3:1; fish and.wildli^ habitat^ w^tlands^ 
and toilf 2:1; and the rest» about 1:1. 



Regional variations in data- are njted* Respondents in the Northeast aake 
about 24 percent of the cowents on natural resources >ut only 8 percent of 
all coMMnts on alVtopics. 



The Scope^x>f . the Response 

Nationwide » 16^019' coonents deal with the status and condition of and trends 
in soil» water » and related resources. Thirty*nine percent come from tlie ^ 
South regiody 25 percent fron the Hidwest^ 24 percent frosi the Northeast^ and 
12 percent from the Uest. Coawnts vere\ received in the ^following fbttts: t 



Form of respoo se 

Personal letter 7 

Petition 

. 4-^tructured response fom-^—--^— 

Nonstructured response foM""™"""— "i— 
Public transcript""""""""""""""" 

Otlier — ^ • 

Total — 

Most of the covoentSi 71 percent^' arie from individuals, 
are: 



Nuodier 
of cowiients 

5,415 
2,567 
4,467 
3,310 
215 
45 



16,019 

The respondent types 



Nu^er 

Respondent type . , * of consents 

Individuals ^" . ' 11,348 

Local govenwent-"--"------------*--""-"" ' 2,174 

Federal goven»ent----------»-""""™""- 1*069 

\ . State govenwcnt""-"-"™"""--™""" 506^ • 
A Bnvirouwental groups"-"-*""""-"""— * 337 

\ faxa organizations------*---*---""""""-- 173 

VVaII other r 412 

Total — 16.019 



Only 1 percent of all RCA consents specifically mention soil, water, and 
related resources. The relatively low nuabers of coi»ents dealing with 



resource topics My U&vc resulted from the fact that few structured response 
;foxw directly address resource status, condition, and trends. The nuaber 
and distribution of cOHMits by resource topic are shown in t^ following 
list: ^ ' ^ . 





Nusber 


rc r ccn^a se , 


lies our ce copic 


o£ cotHMnts 


01 cOMMnts 




Z ,Dii 


ID 


Water i^uaiity, supply, and neea 


* 












Z, JU/ 


14 




702 


. 5 




1,377 


9' 


Waste MnageMnt (organic, 








422 


3 




161 


1 




149 


1 




2,129 . 


13 




1,435 . 


9 


ToUl - 


16, W9 * 


100 . 



Oh the following pages, covMnts on the various resource areas are discussed 
in detail. , - , ' 



Soil Resources 

CoflKats on soil resources fall into the following categories^ inportance of 

'koll resources, problems ass^fciated wit^ soil resources, proposed solutions 
to resource problems, and other coaoents. The distribution of these cosMnta 
f pllows : ^ 

. Munber* Percentage , 

CaTegoiy of coawents of co—cnts 

Xflqport4nce of soil resources— 1,028 39 
Problems associated with soil 

resources-""— 419 16 
.Proposed solutions to resource 

proble«S"-"-"-"""""""-- 406 16 - 

Other covMHts -'"- 758 29 

Total - 27STT 100 

Iiyortance of soil resources . "The cMMnts on *liV<»rtance fall into l^ree 
groups*-high, aediun, and low—according to the responde&ts f perceptions of 
the value of the resource. "Soil and water are the aost valuable resources** 
and "steps tomrd conservation and protection deserve ionediate attention" 
are coMents that fall into the "high" ranking. ''Neutral" and "«ainUin at 
sstte level" are coMents that fall into the "mediuai" group. The "low" ranking 
includes cooaents ^such as "generally ^opposed** or "disagree." The ranking 
follows: 
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^ Nuober Percentage 



Ranking j» of coioeatft of cowents 

High— 'UST ^1 

Medium " — 56 6 . 

Low ^ . J5 3 

t^l it028 .100 ^ 

-.^ - ProbleM associated with soil resources . —The- respondents aentlon two kinds 
. of pro}>leM-rttliose related to soil resources and those associated'with the 
HCA ddcMents (for a«iple» inadequate or incomplete data). Exaaples of 
coiftiits on the probleas associated with soil resources are *'saline' 
^eeps are a njor conseWation problaa/* **need to be Mre realistic in 
defining and describing ^soil elusion/* ^^deterioration of resources is a 
serious problett which will increase/* and "support servicn arc essential: soil 
surirey» plant Mterials center, inventorying and aonitoriDg, etc/* The . 
distribution of these coMents follows: 

Nuflber Percenta^ge* 
Problems related to — of cotents of cowients 

Soil resources**—*— — lp3 ^ 25 

RCA documents * - 316 _75 

I • Total 519 ■ 100 

Proposed solutions to soil resource problems . ^-Con^fets concerning the proposed 
solutic^ns for soil problems fall into four broad groups: general policy » 
efficiency in government, incentives for soil conservation, and farm manage- 
^ \ meat. Each group of proposed solutions is shoWD.belov, with tjrpical comments* 

o General policy. —This group accounts for 12 percent of tie coments 
proposing solutions to soil re jatj &d problems. Typical c<>«meiits are: 
o Support a *'waste not and use less*' philosophy, 
o^ Develop a continuing long term policy for conservation, 
o Make **setaside" a permanent long tern program and tie it to con- 
servation. * ' 
o' Increase research and development on soil related problems. 
^ o Promote soil conservation through infomaCion and education. 

o Efficiency in government. —This group accounts for 4 percent of the 
comments proposing solutions to soil related problems. Selected comMnts 
follow: 

o Consolidate and phase out poor programs, 
o Eliminate duplication. 

o Use. existing agencies and administer them more efficiently. 

* 

A Incentives for soil conservation. *-This group accounts for 39 percent of 
the cwnents proposing solutions to soil related problems. Selected coonmts 
follow: y 
\ o Provide incentives, prif:e supports » long term loans, investment 

credits, low-cost insurance » and revenue sharing for conservation, 
o Increase funding! for soil and water conservation, 
o Reinstate cost sharing. * 
o Divide the cost of. conservation equally among all of the people in 
the Ijation. 



o x ReqtMiM that aoil losa be lest than T value aa a condition for 

participation in USDA prograM. 
o ' Adnlniater and enforce conservation and sedinent control lavs and 

ordinances/ 

o Keep soil and water conservation voluntary* 



o , Far* Miuge«ent.*-Forty-fivr percent of the cowents proposing solutions 
Jto soil rerated ptobleM are tn this group. Selected cMMnts follow: 
o Use soil .surveys/ to identify soil probleas^ 
o Baae conservatidn deciaions on the' conseiiration plan. 
0 Fine tune'existing conservation practices* 
0 En{prce vtintenance of conservation systew. * 
o .Use land within ^a capal;ility} plant marginal land to grass. or 

trees. \ ^ * , 

o Plaiit and Mintitn windbreaks for wind erosion controls wildlife 

habitat,, and fitewood. ' ^ . 

o Encourage conservation tillage or no^till. 'S 
o Improve aoil quaiitn by uslag sanure* aod-baaed rotations* limt\ 

fertilizer* soil buijding crops, and cbemicala* 
o Carefully, ccntrol cl^arcutting on erodible soils, 
o Use new tinber harvesting MchiQeryli&a>techniqtue8 to reduce soil 

cMpaction, eroaion, and streaabed diaturbance* 

* \[pf thoae saavled io the Harris survey, 62 percent said a abbrtage * 
of good land for producing food is likely or SMewhat likely within 
the next lOVj^ara* Thirty*five percent said it is ynlikely there 
will be such a abortage* About 82 percent aai^ the loia of good 
fanlan«( is a very aeritftts or soMwhat aerious problem, and 83 
percent aupported goventtient action to control soil erosion an^l to 
prevent irreveraible conversion oi the best finland to other usesO 

• ^ ' h * 

? 

Watet Beaources 

CoMenta on wateV resources fall into the following categoriea: importance 
of wat^r reaources, prbbleas associated with'^ter resources* proposed 'sol\i* 
tions to resource probloas, and other coments. The distribution of these^'' 
coMents follows: ^ ^ ^ 

Nunber Percentage 
N Category *^ of co— enta of coitaeata 

li^ortance of water reaources-"*-- 1>421 30 
Probleu associated with water v . ^ . 

reaourccs" 7 658 14 

Proposed solutions to resource ^ 

;rcble»s 1,482 31 

Other— r • 1>165 . 25 

Total- 7 *^T— 4,72^ ^ . 100 

Importance of water resources . **The following list show^ the respondents* 
I^erceptions of the i«portanceT*hig6v,aedii«i, or low— of water reaourMs* 
Examples of cMMnta that falL into the "high** group include 'Wter resources 
are worth protecting at any cost,*^ **the/produbtiotf of,>food and fiber is of 
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top priorityt^^d "very concenied^ibout the future of witer resoui^ces,^ 
*1UiiiUin tCie$e resources it the present level** was %ssigfie6 to the "aediuft** 
group. **No need for i lutioiul soil and witer conservation progru" «nd 
**very low ratiiKlK for Viter resource^** are exuples^of cMMnts in tfie **loif" 
gro|tp. * , ^ 

Ntniber Percentage ' 

Ranking « . of c«went» of cowtfnts 

Hi^ - . 1*296 ^ 91 

Hediiw r — ~ 63 5 ^ - 

Lotf* — ^- 62 _4 

^ Total : -F 1.421 100 

Prob? ^ w associated with watcc resources . -^'Thg respondents identify probleis 
Klat«d to water resources and problens wif^fa the KCA docunents. Exuq»les of 
coients in the Ksodrce problev^ gtoup are "environmental concern and cheap 
food are not' compatible*" "wmy structural aeasures co^ound ecological 
^obleu«" and "road salt runoff into streaas i& a ujor problem/* Probleas 
retarted to the RCA documents concern inadequate or inaccurate infonution. 
The di^ribution of coMents dealing with water resource problem follows: 

Nunbei; * Percentage 

: Problems related to " . of cwaents of cowents 

Water resources 202 31 

RCA docuMnts 456' * 69 

Total 558 100 

♦ 

Proposed solutions to water resource problems . ■'■'towaents concerning proposed 
solutions, to resource problons are displayed in this section. These coMMnts 
are suaarized below. 

0 Conservation of water resources. *-This group includes 11 percent of the 
cowsenti; blfftering solutions to problems affecting water resources. Selected 
comment/ follow: 

o ' Encourage the public to use less water, ~ 
.0 Conserve fresh water for the future, 
o Use all reasonable means to etpand aQ4 conserve the water supply. 

4> Responsibility for water resources. *-TWenty-two percci^ of the comments ^ 
piiposlng solutions to problems affecting water resources ^re in this group. 
The percentage of comments favoring each proposal is shown in parentheses, 
o Give responsibility for water resources to the priyite sector* 

including farmers and other landowners (2 percent). i 
o Give this re8|)onsibility to the federal goveromteKit (4 percent). 
* o Give this responsibility to state eoverament (14 percent). 

o Give ^is responsibility to state and local government jointly (19 
percent) . 

o Give- this responsibility to local goveroment (13 perjceQt) . 

1 o Give this responsibility to federal and state gbvenipent jointly (7 

percent) . / 
o Give this responsibility to all levels of gover|peilt (39 percent). 
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0 Incentive! for conserving water resources*~1hls groi9 includes 13 ^ 
percent of the coMents proposing solutions to wster resource probleM* , 
Selected conents follow: 

0 Provide sdditionsl ftods for use st the locsl level* 
.0 Provide sore funds for wster resource sctivities in genersl* 
^ 0 Provide sore technicsl sssistsnce*' 

0 Encoursge psrCttipstion in couservstion progrsvs by offering;, luceniives* 
. 0 .Get wster consetvstion aessures spplied by uslngU^tentives* 
0 Make the £sxaier*s velfsre s priMry objective in designing conservstion 



progrsM* * ' ^ ^ 

0 Reaearch ahd 'e^cation needs*~Ten percent of the consents offering 
solutions to problns sffectlng wster resources fsll in this grotqp* Selected 
coMsnts sre shcnm below: 

0 Encoursge studies ^ resesrch, snd developaent on wster resources* 
0 Bring wster resource needs to the sttention of the public* 
0 Encoursge resesrch in wster resource MnagesMit* 

0 Efficiency of wster resource conservstion efforts*--Tbis group contains 
'l7 percent of the consents proposing solutions to wster resource problens* 
Selected consents sre shown tielov: 

0 Eliadnate di^lication and conflicts In interagency and Intra-agency 
program * 

0 Tailor the solution to locsl resource problew snd locsl conditions* 

0 Base sllocstloM on locsl resource conditions* 
* 0 Orgsnize USDA and USDI slong functional lines* ^ * 

0 Ensure nore sccountsbility snd^ control in wster resource activities* 

0 Encoursge Incressed efficieiKy of Irrigstion systeas* 

0 Let iMproveaents in wster refourc^ be the result of efforts to 
schieve other objectives* ^ 

0 Give BOre eaphssis to econoMics In plsnning water resource projects* 

0 Cooperste with EPA sore fully* 

0 Solve the worst water resource probleu first* 
' 0 Put grester eiq^hssis on irrigstion systesi cslntenance* 

0 Regulation* — This groi9 includes 8 percent of the coMents proposing 
solutions to wster resource problems* Selected coaaents sre shown below: 
o Keep wster resource progrsas voluntary* 

0 Restrict the entry of pesticides and herbicides Into la)ces snd 
streaas* 

0 Require landusers to coaply with sediaent control ordinances < 
0 Inprove the enforceaent ot water conservation laws* 
0 Prohibit using Isndfills to dispose of , contsainated wastes* 
0 Outlaw dry wells for sewage disposal* 



0 Ii^roving water resources asnageaent* — This group contslns. 19 percent of * 
the CMnents proposing solutions to water'resource probleas* Selected coaaents 
follow; 

0 Recognize that drainage Is a beneficial conservation practice* 
0 Give greater eaphasls to stresabank stabilization* 
0 Encourage building aore water storage* 

0 Inprove the delivery of water to faras and rural coo^ltles* 

0 laprove the effectiveness and safety of pesticides and herbicides* 

^ ' * 

39 ^ . ) 



o Oie cooservitiw practices to solve noi^iot pollutioft ptobltm. 
o Encotttsfe the use of wste twuteseot mytttmt to reduce wter ^ 

polltttim. % 
0 Protect streew fros soil erosioo sod pollutii^i* 

(Of those sidled in the Btrris lunNty^ 50 percent ssid s shor«:iite 
of wter for bo«es» fsns» bu^inesies, and industry is likely or 
soseWfast likely in the nesit 10 yesrt. ^Forty percent ssid thit thit 
is roMHhit unlikely or very unlikely. - )liuety*one percent isid 
mter pollution is s very leripjos or sor'^iihet^serio'us*problett* Six 
percent gaid it is hardly s problem st sXi» and 3 percent vere not 
.sure.) * * 



Fiah and wadlife Habitat Beioutcea - 

COMWta on fiah and wildlife reaourcea fall into the foUovint categoriea: 
inporttace of fiah and vildlife reaoftrcei^ probleu aaaociated with theae' 
reaourcea » proposed aolutioda . to reaour^ problcM» and other cowenta. The 
diatribution of theae conaenta follow: 



Muatoer Percentage 

Catetory of coais^ gta of co— ettta 
Inportance of fiah and iiildliie 

reaourcea-^' 706 31 

Problena aaaociated with fiah and 

wildlife 7 — - — 269 . 12 

Propoaed aolutiona to resource 

probleM — r — — 313 14 

Other coanenta--: 1^019 ' '43 

Total ' — ' 2,307 100 
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Inportance of fiah and wildlife habitat reiourcea ^—ihe cdnnenta on ii^rtanc 
fall into three grot^a—^hii^t awdiua, or low*-accordint Xo the reapondenta* 
perceptiona,of the value of the reaouree. '*Hith t^neral ratin|^** and 
"favor practxcea vhich serve fiah and wildlife rekourcea** are eicanplea of 
conttenu that, fall into the '*hiih** ranking. Exaaylea of *Wdihtt** co— en ta . 
are "cropland is nore iavortant than wetland" and *Wdiun general rating/' 
"Should not be a principal objective in ai^il and water conservation prograna** 
and "very lew general rating'Vare exanplea of coMenta in the "low** group. 
The ranking followa: 

Muidker Peifcentage - 

Rankina \ ot co— cnti of coamenta 

High 4*6 69 

Hcdiun • — 36 5 ' 

tow • • 184 26 

Total • 70S 100 

Problet related to fiah and wildlife habitat reaourcea ^"The reapondenta . 
identify two kinds of problens; thoae related to fiah and wildlife^reaourcet 
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and those associated with the KCA dociufipts. Examples of problems associated 
with fish and wildlife resources are 'Wtlaads and wet soils need a clearer 
definition/' *%iased toward urban people, noncommercial agriculture, environ- 
mentalists/' *'not enough water to satisfy all the needs for agriculture, 
fisheries, and power,*' and '*water for cropland irrigation is more ifl^ortant 
than for wildlife habitat.** The distribution of these comments follows: 

Number Percentage 

Problems related to" of comments of comments 

Fish and wildlife resources--***-" 117 43 

RCA documents-"- — — 152 57 

Total ^ 269 100 

Proposed solutions to fish and wildlife habitat problems ^ -*The proposed 
solutions for fish and wildlife habitat problems fall into several groups: 
general policy, efficiency in government, responsibility, incentives, and 
farm management. 

o General policy*--This groiq> accouiits for 49 percent of the coameats 
proposing solutions to fish and wildlife habitat problems. Selected comments 
follows 

o ^ Conservation practices are the best approach to improving fish and 
wildlife habitat. 

o Conservation ^f fish and wildlife habitat should be a long term 
policy. 

o Establish better communication between agricultural and wildlife 
interests. 

o Inform and educate the public on fish and wildlife habitat improve- 
ment. 

o Efficiency in government. — This group accounts for 15 percent ojp-the 
comments for solving fish and wildlife problems* Selected comments are: 
o Eliminate diq>lication. 

o Administer current programs more effectively through existing 
agencies. 

o Encourage better management and more effective ccmmunication and 
cooperation among individuals, businesses, and governitent agencies. 

o- Responsibility for f ish^ and wildlife habitat*— Fourteen percent of the 
comments are in this group. Selected comments follow: 

o Give responsibility to state and Ideal government. 

o Give responsibility to ^the private sector (isndomer) , and leave 
the farmerJi in control. 

o Give the responsibility to the state. 

o Incentives for iotproving fish and wildife habitat > --This group accounts 
for 22 percent of the comments offering solutions to fish and wildlife piudUeo 
Selected comoients are: 

o Increase subsidies. 
o Provide tax incentives, 
o Establish fines for poor conservation. 
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(Of those t«npled in tbe Harrii turv^» 6S percent leid thmt ehortnget 
of good fiefa end wildlife hal^itdt ere very likely to tOMwhet likely 
vitbin the Mjct 10 yeeift. Eifhty-four percent consideifed the loei 
of wildlife habitet to he a very aeniouk to aoMntaat ^^rious problem*] 



WetHnda 

Coanenta x>n vetlanda fall into cat«goriea aa followa; importance of wetlanda 
problem aaaocieted vlth wetlanda > aalutiona to wetland reaource probleaw,^ ^ 
and pther coanenta. Tb^ diatribution o£ theae coanenU follows: 



NuMber Percentage 

Category of comenta of co— enta 

livortance of wetlanda—** 131 ' 19 

ProbleM aaaociated with wetlanda— 130 1$ 
Propoaed aolutiona to wetlanda 

problea» * — 299 42 

Other coMenta 142 ^ 

Total 702 * 10 

Importance of wetlanda aa a reaource . —The following liat ahowa the, reapond* 
enta* perception of the importance of wetlanda. Commenta fall into three 
groi9f*-high> aediaa, or low. *^Stepa toward ccMiaervation and protection 
deserve immediate attention*^ ia an exaaple of ccmmenta in the *^high** groi^. 
*^Shottld be MintaiMd at preaent levela> no cban^*^ ia repreaentative of the 
*^mediiHi*^ group. The **low*' ranking includea *^ahould be deci!^aed,*^ *^vety low 
rating,*^ and aiadlar commenta. 



Number Percentage ^ 

Ranking of commenta of cc 

High 46 35 

Medium* * 11 S 

Lev . . 74 57 

Total--* 131 100 

Problema related to wetlanda . -*l>eapondenta -identify two kinda of problems; 
thoae relating to wetlanda as a reaource and thoae aaaociated with the HCA 
documenta. Exa^lea of reaource problems are *\mt aoila used for cropland 
and wetlanda uaed for wildlife habitat are in direct conflict,*^ *'^viron* 
mentaliata* concema force farmra into bad financial aituetiona^^ Mrainage 
ia $ood and needed/* and *^preaervation of wetlanda ahould not be a principal 
objective in aoil snd water conaervation programa.** The distribution of 
theae commenta foUowa: 

Number Percentage 
Problems related to— of commMta of commenta 

Wetlanda • 37 28 

RCA dooimrata _93 _72 

Total— — • 130 100 

ProPoaed aolutiona to problema on wetlanda . -*C<»menta proposing aolutiona to 
wetlanda problraa fall into three main groupa; general policy, incentivea, 
and management. 
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0 General policy* "TJiis group accounts for 80 percent of the cooiiients 

on proposed solutions to wetlands problems* Following are selected, connients: 

o Drain borderline wetlands where more farmland Is needed to feed 
increased population, or increase faming efficiency* 

o Define wetlands more clearly. 

o Devise a^better wetland inventory* Classify only marshes and 

swanks, .and concentrate on preserving wetlsnds that have not been 
farmed 3 out of (he last 5 years 

o Control atid preserve wetlands through educstion* 

o Put more eoq»hasls on study and research* 

o Preserve wetlaipds through public ownership* 

o Incentives for preservation of wetlands **-CcHDments on incentives account 
for 18 percent of the comments on solutions* Selected comments followr 
*o Add more funds to the field and loci»^«vels* 
0 Program should be voluntary* C/^ 
o Addy more technical assistance* 

UseNtax incentives* 
o Compensate the landowners* 

o Farm management solutions for wetlands problems .'^-Seven percent of*<he 
comoents offering solutions to problems on wetlands are in this category* 
Selected coonents are: 

o tjse land within its capability, to its highest and best use* 

o Build more liikeSy levees, and ponds. 

Energy Resources * 

Coonents on this topic fall into the following categories: ipq>ortance of 
energy resources, problems associated with energy resources, proposed solu- 
tions to resource problems, and other comments* The distribution of these ' 
comments follows^ 

Number Percentage 

Category of comments of comments 

Importance of energy resources—*— 276 20 
Problems associated with energy 

resources———————— — — - 215 16 

Proposed solutions to resource 

problems — — 588 43 

Other - 298 21 

Total 1,377 100 

Importance of energy resources * "The list below shows the respondents' perceptions 
of the importance of energy resoulrces* Rankings are based on combinations of 
comMnts. assigning a value' to this resource* Comoients that fall into the 
**high'* group include "give immediate attention to conserving and protecting 
this resource*" The "medium" ranking includes comments such as ^'maintain 
energy resources at their present level/* "Very low general rating for . 
energy resources" falls in the "low*'^ group* 
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Muab^r Percentage 

lUnkipg of coiwats <;>f <Mwwnt« 

. High 212. 77 

HediM 23 8 

41 _15 

Tot«l .275 . 100 

Problais r^latod to etergy resourcfta .—Thtt reapondeats identify probl«te cen- 
cerning ewrgy resources and probless associated with the HCA docuMnta. 
EuB|rlea of comenta on resource probleu are "hard for famers^to decreaae 
energy uae vhile at the ia»e tiM increaaing fat^ production," "too eneniiVe," 
and "not enough water foe agriculture and other usea (power production)." 
Coienta on probleu with the P^ntent of the RCA docuMnta £Ekclude those con- 
cemlqg visaing infonwtion or erroneous dsta. CoMents on probleM ore 
auMwrized below: 

Muaher Percentage 
Prpbleas related to— of coaaenta _ of , co— cnta 

Energy reaources-r — • • — ^7 ^22^ 

KCA docuMots-** 168 _78* 

Total ^ 215 ^100 

Proposed solutions to energy problems . -*Cc»aenta concerning proposed solutions 
to resource problaw fall into three groups: energy conservation, responsi- 
bility for energy resources* and education and research needs. These coMMnta 
are listed below. 

0 Energy conservation. -*This group accounts for 44 percent of the coMenta 
proposing solutions to problass affecting energy resources. Selected coienta 
follow: 

0'' Redirect funds now spent on inporting oil to developing the Mation's 

energy resources. 
0 ^ Hake farms and areas energy independent. 
0 Encourage farmers to produce gasohol. 
0 Use forest bioMSs for energy production. 
0 Manage forests for firewood. 
0 Emphasize alternative sources of energy. 
0 Conserve energy resources for future use. 

0 Responsibility for energy resources. —TVenty-seven percent of the cosMnta 
proposing solutions to energy resource problems are in this group; Selected 
coMttents follow: ' \ . * 

0 Gtve-responsibility for energy resources to other than USDA agencies. 
0 Give responsibility £or energy resources to state and local government 
0 Eliminate dt^lication of energy resource responsibilities ^etween 
USDA and DOE. . , 

0 Eliminate duplication of energy resource responsibilities among 
USlM agencies. 

0 Incentives for conservation of energy resources. -*-Seven percent of the 
coMents proposing solutions to energy resource problems are in this category. 
Selected cofaments follow: ' 
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o Give a bonuf to Isndusers for imentive approaches to energy reaource 

conservation. - / 
o Encourafe energy resource conservation through a high rate of cost 

sbiring assistance, 
o Provide si^sidies for eneriy resource conservation, 
o Increase fuiding Jor energy resources, 
o Reinstate cost sbiriug on selected ACP practices. 

o Nucation and research, needs. ^-IWenty^tvo percent of the coMwnts proposing 
solutions to energy problesw are in this groii^. Selected co— ents follov; 

o -Conduct additionsl .research ai^ development on energy reaource 
conservation and energy saving conseryation Wthoda* 

o Control conservation of energy res6urcea through education. 

[Of those sallied in the Harris iurvey^ 81 percent aaid the Nation 
is likely or aoaeyhat likely to suffer a shortage of gasoline and 
oil within the next 10 years. Forty*nine percent said that gasohol 
could 'help reduce oil inports in the n^ct 5 years.] 



Waste (Organic^ lKorganic> Solid) 

Cosaents on waste fell into categories as'follovs: iaportance of waste as a 
resourcei probleas associated with the resourcei aolutiona to resource probleps^ 
and other coflwnts. The distribution of these coiwnts follows: 





Kuaber 


Percentage 


Category \ 


of coMents 


of COMMntS 


li^rtance waste as a resource" 


S3 


13 


Problew associated with the 








. 85 


20 


Proposed solutions to resource 








273 


65 




11 


2 




422 


100 



laporttoce of wxte »« » resource , --The coaneot* on iiporUnce fall into 
three %tovtp%% high, ■ediiw, ufd low. "Increace' or expend" and *\iaate Manage* 
■ent ayateMi help** are ^UMplee of conaenti in the *'high" ranliing. **Me|ttr«l** 
and **ehottld be Maintained" are exai^lea of coMMenta in the "MediuM" ranking. 
The "lew" ranking includes ccpMenU such at "generally opposed" or "disagree/' 
The distribution of the consents follows: 



Kualier 

nkint of consents 

gh 5i 

KediuM 1 

Low 1 11 

Total 53 



Perceived problews relating to waste . -'Respondents identify two kii^s of 
probleas—those relating to waste as a resource and ^tl^se associated with the 
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HCA docuMits. Exiqpl^ of coMneots on the problems associated with waste 
are *'la«s are not adequate*' and "industry and big business are responsible 
for the problM.** The distribution of these coMients follows: 

Number ^ 
Problem related to— of coWMnts 

Waate *s a reaource"*-^-*''™"-*-* 55 
RCA docusents — 59 

♦ . foUl 85 



a- 



Proposed solutions to resource rpgoblettS *-*Co«»ents concerning the proposed 
solutions to waste resource problem are grouped into the following catego- 
ries: general policy » inc«^tives> and farm aanagenent* These cements 
are liated below. U 

r 

p General policjr* —This group accounts for 82 percent of the cMMents* 
proposing solutions to waste related problem. Selected comwnts follow: 
^ . o Dispose of bas^rdous waste properly* 

o Inc^lude animl waste disposal systens in ^uRA loan application. 

o^ Control waste through a stepped-up progran of education and 
training* 

-\o Add more technical assistance* 

o Eaphaslze production of energy froft alternative sources* including 

organic waste, 
o Keed mre research and development, 
o * Encourage a policy of wast£ not and use less* 
o ^^K^cycle solid wa8te*-plastics» metals, and others* 

o Incentives, for using waste mterial. -^Incentives account for 8 percent 
of the coMwnts of fering solutions. Selected coments follow: 
o Increase guiding* 

o Hore control, enforcement, and accountability are needed* 

o Farm mnagement solutions for using waste as a resource* — 7en percent of 
t|ie comwnts proposing solutions to waste related problems are in this category. 
Selected ' cooments follow: 

o Produce gasohol from garbage, manure, and other wastes* 

o Use^organicf fertiliser to build up the land* 

o Leave organic residue to build up the land, provide cover for 

wildlife, and retain moisture* 
o Produce fertlli2er froii raw sewage and use it to reclaim strip 
mines and to fertilize agricultural land. 



Outdoor Recreation 

Comments on this topic are grouped as foUc^ip: iovportance of the resource, 
problems associated with the resource, solutions offered by respondents, and 
other coMients. The distribution of these coments is shown in the following 
list* 
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Mtwiber Percentage 

Catotory ' of cc—enti of cowwnts 
Ippottaace of the teioutce-*— 41 25 
^ FrdbltM a«tocUt«d with the^- 

^ rtaource-— — — — 52 32 

Proposed toltttiont to resource 

probl««»— " *™ — 19 12 

Other — — — J9 31 

Toul 1 * 161 100 

Importance of outdoor recreetlon eg e resource . "The list below shorn 
retpondeats* perception of the ii^ortance of outdoor recreation as a 
reaeorce* Kankiat* are baaed on coidiinationa of coaMnta ^saigning a value 
to thia resource. An euaple of a coettent that fa;ils into the "higlL** ranking 
^is **deterioratiM of outdoor recreation resources ia a serious prc^bleai vhich 
will increase in the futujK.** The **teedittn** grouping includes aucb covnents 
aa *Sttitttain outdoor recreation resources at their present level/* very 
low general rating for outdoor recreation tesourcea** ia repreaenutive of the 
"low** groi9. 

Muvber 

Ranfcint of coifenta 

High • * 25 f 

Hediu»* — — ^ 5 

low*— *— 11 

Total 41 

Pyiableaa related, to ontdoor recreation resources . "The reapondents identify 
problcar related to outdoor recreation resources and pr^lew^with the RCA 
^cunenta. An exaufple of s tonai cn t on resource prbblens is **eroaion ia 
caused by hunters ^ recreational vehicle aperatora* and tourists.** The dis* 
tributiM of CD— enu dealing ifith outdoor recreation problena follows: 

: . ^ Hunber 

Problena relsttd to" of conaenta 
Outdoor recreation as a resource**-* 19 
PCA jocuaicota^^*"**"* ***"*"**" 33 

"^Total*.** 52 s 

Propoaed solutions to resource problena . **Ptoposed solutions to resource 

probleaw are shorn below. Coients are grouped by aubject awtter. 

• *^ ^ 

o Keeping land for outdoor recreation uae.**Thirty<-eigfat percent of all 
cOMenta containing propoaed solutions to outdoor resource problena are in 
thia troi9. Selected connenta are: 

o tegulate uae of flood pla^^ for outdoor recreation. 

o Take no awre landa for uae aa parka or wilLdlife habitat. 

o Enaure-public-accesa to outdoor recreation landa* 

o Prohibit posting landa iriiere oimer receives goveranent aupport. 

o linit outdoor recreation uae to landa not suiuble for .faming. 

o Conaervation practicea affecting outdoor recreation use<**About 31 
percent of all connenu propoaiiig aolutiona to resource problens^are in thia 
group*' Selected connenta follow: 
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o Control clearcutting* 

o Proaot« th€ building of InuU aribanlcMnt flakes. 

o Prohibit tb€ building of unnaeded d«w. * 

o Efficiency in promoting conservation* -^Tbis group includes about 31 
percent of all co^neats offering solutions to problou associated with outdoor 
recreatipn. Selected cOMients are: \ 

o Encourage research and developttent in outdpor recreation* 

o Ensure aore control over outdoor recreation resources* * 

o Tax hunters for wildlife habitat laproveaent. 

o Locate development for outdoor recreation where use will require 

less travel* 

t 

[Of those sampled in the Rarris survey^ 58 percent said that a 
shortage of lakes and rivers suitable for recreation use is very 
likely or sovewhat likely within the next 10 years. ) 

Open Space and Scenic Landscapes 

CoMents on open space and scenic landscapes are grouped into the following 

areas: importance of the resources^ problems associate4 with the resources^ 

solutions offered by respondents^ and other cements. The distribution of 
these comments follows: 

Number Percentage 

Catetory ot comments of comments 

Impolrtance of the resources 36 24 

Problems aasociated with the 

resources ; 7 — * 55 * 37 - 

' Prc^osed solutions to resource 

problems - — — 51 34 

Other comments* — 5 

^ ToUl ^ ^ 149 100 

Importance of the resources . —The following list shows the respoftents* 
perception of the importance of open space and scenic landscapes. Rankings 
are based on^ combinations of cements assigning a value to this resource. An 
example of a comment in the *'higfa*' group is **prot«ct open space and scenic 
landscapes from irreversible and harmful uses.** '^Maintain open space and 
scenic landscape resources at their present level" falls in the "medium*' 
group. '*A low genersl rating of open space and scenic landscapes'* is a 
commftnt in the **low** group. 

^ Number 
r anking of comments 

High 30 

M;dium-" *- z 

Liiw — " — — — — ^ 

ToUl r — 36 

Problems related to open space and scenic landscapes . —The commenta identify 
problems related to this resource and problems with the RCA documents. An 
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em^le of a problm with opei^lpace and sceaic laadicapei mourcea ii "open 
apace and icenic laadacape coQceras are biaied toward urbaa people*** ProM^" 
with the RCA docUMQta involve ii>focMtioQ left out or thought to be in 
error. The 4i«tributioQ of tbeae cOMeats follo%ft: 



Nuaber 

Problew related to— of cwenti 

Open v^ace and iceaic laadacapei-*- 13 

liCK docuienti^" ..-™--— 42 

Total"*-" " ^ 55 

Propoied iolutioni to resource problet .**Cowwnti coQcertiiag proposed lolu'^ 
tiooa to resource problems are in the followiot groups: open apace, scenic 
natural areas » and responsibility. Selected cowents follow: 



0 . Open space. **Ttiis group includes 18 percent of the cOMwnts proposing 
solutiona to problems concerning this resource topic* Selected coaaents 
follow: 



0 Kake setsaide prograaa permanent,. 

0 Take^ no sore lend for use as parks. 

0 Control urban aprawl. 

0 Encourage the use of streanbelt corridors. 

0 Protect and enhnnce scenic natural areas. **Sever.ty^^igbt percent of tbe 
coHients proposing solutions to probleas on open space and scenic landscapes 
are in this group. Selected' coaMOts follow: 

0 Beautify highways by planting hstdy trees. 

0 Control erosion along highways and streaas. 

0 Control clearcutting. 
- 0 Proaote clearing and snagging instead of ^channelization. 

0 Protect scenic woodland areas* ^ 

0 Preserve wilderneas areaa. 

0 Encourage huilding o£ iapoundaent lakes. J 
0 Prohibit develbpMnt in acenic/Sress. 
0 Maintain water ^quality and atifeaaflow. 
0 Consider scenic values before permitting site develo^wnt. 

0 Responsibility. ^-Fourjpercent of ell coMMnts proposing solutions to 
problem on open space and'^cenic landacapes say that state government should 



have responsibility for this reaource. 



(Of tboae sai^led in the Harris survey, 56 percent said that it is 
very likely or somewhat likely^ that a shortage of ple^tsant views of 
sc^ic landscapes will occur within 10 years.] 



All Nstursl Resources 

Tbe coding cstegoty ^*A11 oatursl resources** includes comments that refer to 
resources ip general. Comments on this topic fall into the following catego- 
ries: iq»ortance of the resoui:ces» problems asaociated with the resources » 
solutions to resource problems » and other comments* The distribution of these 
cciltoents follows: 
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^ - Nuaber Percentage 

Category of cowwenti of cowwnts 

X«portC3ce of the reiourcei 963 45 

FroblCM asiociated with the 

resources — 314 15 

Proposed soltttiofu to resource \ 

* problem 362 ^ 17 

Other—-* 490 23 

Total- * 2712? 100 

IW)Ort*ncc of the re»<mrcei ."Tli€ followinf list shows respondents* perception 
of teportsnce of all nstursl resources* Raokiiits are based on 
coSM>iiiatioiis of coiCDts that place s value on the resource* ^'Conservation 
of all natural resources is our first priority** is an exanple of a coMeot in 
^e **liitb** **Hedit]n (eoeral rating of all natural resources** is represen- 

tative of the "smlitm** group/ The **loii" group includes coMieiLts such as ^ 
*Vefy W general rating of all natural resources/' 

Nwber Percentage 

Ranking - of cowswots of cowpents 

High 920 , 9C 

Hediw — r 14 1 

Lev , J9 _3 

Total r— r — • 963 100 

ProblcM concerning all natuml resources . —The respondents identify problem 
related to, all natural resources sod probleow associated with the RCA docjt* 
Bients* Exa^^les of Movents on resources are **concerfi with all natural resources 
puts too Mny controls and expenses on landowners" tnd '^concern with all 
natural resources will net as a disincentive to far* production.** CMMnts 
on RCA docttaent problem express concern over information left out or judged 
to be in error. The distribution oi these coonents follows;, 

Nuaber Eercentage 

Problem related to — of cements of comtfnts 

Resource problem — — * * 169 54 

RCA documnts — — ^ 145 J^S 

Total 314 100 



Proposed solutions to resource probleits ^-*Coments proposing solutions to 
resource problem are displayed in this section. Comwnts are grouped ^ 
according to subject* 

o BespoOsibility*~Seven percent ^f the coiments proposing solutions to 
resource ^problems a^ contained in this group *^^lec ted coments follow: 

o Give responsibility for all netural^'resources to the federal government* 
o Give responsibility for^all ^tur^ resources to local goveromnt* 
* o Give responsibility for all natural resources to all levels of 
govemmnt. 

o\ The govemmnt should share responsibility for nil natural resources 
^ with the landowners* 
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0 ProgrM eaphatit needed. —Sewn percent of all coments dealing with 
tolutiooa to all natural resource problem *are contained in this groiq». 
Selected cijpienti follow: 

0 Prevent conversion of woodland to other land uses* 

0 Ei^haaixe ttreaabank stabilization. , 

0 Restrict urban developMent. 

0 Prevent Mining of ground water. 

0 Expand urban forestry program. 

0 Efficienqr.-*TWenty*four percent of all coments proposing solutions to 
all natural resource probleat^are in this group. Selected cossents follow: 

0 Support <« Vwaste not-want not" philosophy. 

o— localize the approach .for solving resource proble«s. 

0 Encourage aore reseuirch and development on all natural reaources. 

0 ' Establish conservation policy on a long ten basis. 

0 Relocate unneceasary atate and national U^A enployees to the local 
leyel. . 

0 Uprove long range planning by eatablishing aininun funding levela 
for each conservation program. 

0 Evaluate cost effectiveness of conservation prograsis. 

0 . Decrease govemne^t involvesieat and interference. 

0 Incentives. **Thirty*eight percent of all cowents proposing solutions to 
all natural resource problesis are in this group. Selected conaents follow: 
0 Increase funding for all natural resources. 

0 ' .Use a variety of incentives ^ increase participation in conser* 

vation pmg^mns . 
0 Let the pubHf, share costs of conservation. 
0 Encourage conservation of these resources 'through efducatioa. 
0 Encourj^e motivation for conservation through, the use of local 

inpujt. 

0 Encourage aore conservation through VLgfaer far« profits. 

0 Itegulation.*-TWenty*^four percent of the cONsents proposing solutions to 
all natural resource problems are in this group. Selected coaments follow: 
^ 0 Ensure that all natural resources conservation programs are volun* 
tary. 

0 Take into account natural pollution levels when setting standards. 
0 Conaider that private ownership and government controls are not 
compatible. 

0 Saline seeps are a major conservation problem. 



Other Resources ' 

The reaources that are included in this section are forest land, rangeland, 
air, and other resources not covered by the more specific topics. Comments 
are in the following categoriea: importance of the resources, problois 
associated with the resources* proposed solutions to resource picoblens, and 
other comments. The distribution of these comments follows: 
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Category of coiientg of cow^cnf 

taportaoce of the resources* " 442 31 

Probleu associated with the 

resources-*""* * — 259 18 

Proposed solutions to resource 

probleM 345 . 24 

Other coMents 389 27 

( Total 1,435 100 

Iiiportance of other resources * "The co—ents on ioportaoce fall int#^tee 
Srot9s-*bi«)i» Mdiutt» and low* An exaaple of a cci—ent in the **hig)i** group 
is **conaenratioD is needed and is in the best interest of the public*** 
**Heutral** and **should be Mintained** ace esmples of coMents in the **Mdiwi*^ 
ranking* The **loiii** ranking includes co«M0ts like **digagree» object.**' The 
folloving list shoma the. respondents* perceptions of the inportance of other 
resources; 

Nuaber Percentage 
Ranking iu of conwents of c< 

High"V 413 93 

Medii»-\ 17 4 

Low + _12 ^ 3 

Total 442 - 100 



Problems associated with other reaource8 ."The respondents identify probleu 
related to forest land, range* air» and other resources and probleM associated 
with the RCA docuaents* ExMples of cov^nts on resource probleM are: 
**Saline seeps are^a Mjor conservation proble«/* **USDA should priyHde continuity 
to integrate all prograns»** **farMr8 need ecoaovic inforMtion as veil as 
conservation informtion/* and **environ«ental concerns high productivity « 
are Qft c<^atible/* The distribution of these coMMnts follows: 



Ntiaber PercenUge 

Probleas related to— of connents of coa^ents 

Other resources * 64 25 

RCA docurtnts r 3^95 JS 

' ToUl 259 ^ 100 

Selected convents on other resource problestf are: 

o Lavs are'not adequate* They need sore teeth* 
o Need program to control insects and aniaals* 

0 Environaentalists* concerns force famers into a bad fiaancial 

1 situation. 

Proposed solutions to resource ^roblens *"Cowients concerning proposed solu- 
tions to resource problems are displayed in this section- 

o General policy<-*This group accounts for 65 percent of the connents 
proposing solutions* Selected cOMients follow: 

o Control probleu through research and education^ 

o Support a **vaste not and use leas** philosophy* 

o Hake conservation a long tettt policy. 
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o Adopt vortlwbile coOMrvatioo aeaturet «ad oatiooal coDterratioD 
toali and object! vet* 

o Protect sir from pollution* 

o Th« famer should Mke cooriervatioD decisions* 

o ^ ProtrsM should be volunts^ry* 

o ' Oppose uaifoCT^ nstionsl ttsodsrdt* 
.-^^ o Protect woodltnds^ properly Mosge forests » sod Mke firewood s by- 
product of forest stand unageaent* 

o Eiqphasise alternative e|iergy sources and study energy contervition 
■ethodt* 

o Provide sore^^^tMlitiical atsittanfe* 

o Incentives for conaer^tion of other retoiirces* — Thit gtoup accounts 
for 35 percent of the co— enti proposing solutions* Selected coanents are: ^ 

o . Promote aanagettent of forest land through local aasittsnce^ tsx- 
incentivet^ omcott sharing* - 

o Increase funding for conservation* 

o I«pl«Mnt stronger enforcewent laws* 

o Penalize the nonconserver* ^ 
o Coapensate the landowner for extra cost attributed to conservation 
practices* 



Relatively few respondents cOMent directly on resource status » condition » 
and trends* CoMents that deal with resources show a deep appreciation of 
all soil» water » and rdlsted resources* Many coMents reflect a good under- 
standing of resource status and trends* 

Concern for individual resources can be ranked according to the nu»ber of 
coaaents addressed to etch.' On this basis » the resiiurces covered in this 
chapter ^ssuae the^ following order: water^ soil» fish and wildlife habitat^ 
all natural resources^ other resources^ energy^ wetlands^ waste» recreation^ 
and open space* Respondents express a strong concetn over the capacity of 
resources to aeet increasing future deaands* Increased incentives are proposed 
as a aeans of e^vsoding conservation efforts to sustain resources in the 
years aliead* * * 



Respondents are in fairly close agreement with USDA's perception of resource 
probleas as set forth in the RCA dbcuaents* Many coaaents tend to focus on 
local or even personal needs* Proposed solutions are based alaoslt universally 
on eTCpanding or iaproving the efficiency of traditional conservation prograas* 
A liaited nmber of coMents reflect conflicting resource deaands* For 
ex«Mpl^» aost of tho^e coaaenting on wetlands say that 'they disagree with the 
objective to stop net loss of wetlands to agricultural usei^* 
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Chapter S - CoiM«mtioii Objectives - 
Iteleteil to Resource ProblcM 

This duptei^ euMUirisee the uture and ^libeteoce of intf»lic coMente tbet 
relate to £lie cooservetioft objectives presented in dupter 4^ section of 
the drsft of the Frogrsa Report end Environments 1 Isipsct Ststenent end in ^ 
pert XV of the Suansry^ This chapter exaaines the interested pUblic*s*- 

o perceptiM of the aignlficance and priority of the objectives* 

b reasons for sgreeint or dissgreeing ^th tbe stated, objectivea. 

o judipent about tihiether the objectives sctaally- sddress existing 
resource problew . - 

o auggeationa fnr CTpandiog or altering tht, atated objectives. 

Thia chapter preaenta Inf onation to help deciaiouMkere judge jprobable 
public acceptance of the alternative propoaed objectivea. 



The Scope of the Reaponae 

Of 'tkb;^64^S72 reaponaea analyzed in thia report* over 64 percent (41*703) . 
contain^at leaat one co—ent that deala with the pn^aed cnnaervation objec- 
tivea. Theae reaponaea include, sore than 577*000 co— enta which Relate to 
one or soreN^f the 20 objectivea diacuaaed in thia chapter. . Theae coai en ta 
arrived in th^ fnlloiting reaponae typea: atructured reaponae fnni~94 per* 
cent; personal lette^*3 percoit; petition* fon, letter* reaolution— 2 percent; 
nonatructured reaponae fora**! percent; transcript* niher* nr unlcnptm—less 
than 0.2 percent. ' , - 

Regionally* reaponaea com aoatly froa the South and Hijiueat. Of the 41*703 
reaponaea addreaaing conservation objectives*) 42 perceot^coae froa the South* 
35 percent fro« the Hidweat* 12 percent froa the tfeat* nnd 11 percent froa ^ 
the Ifortheaat. Of the over 577*000 coaaenta*\43 percent are froa the South* 
37 percent^ froa the Midweat* 12 percent froa the Heat* and* 8 percent froa the 
Mortheaat. ^ 

The diatribution of reaponaea by respondent type vsriet slightly aaoi^ regions* 
but it corresponds closely to the national pattern. Tbe percentage of reaponaea- 
aade by aelected reapondent typea in each region ia; ^ 



Reapondeat type 


Nortlieaat 


South 


Iteat 


Midweat 


National 




. 64 


62 


55 


58 


60 


Local goveriMent • — 


21 


21 • 


27 


.27 


24 


Federal goveraaent 


7 


11 


11 


10 

i 


10 


State tovewaeiit—- • — 


3 


3 


2 


2 


2 


Far* organizatiMS-* — 


2 ' 


1 


1 


1 


2 


Envirofiaental groapa — 


3 


I 


1 


2 


1 


All othera ' — 


1 


2 


^ 3 


1 


1 



Note: Coluam aay not total 100 percent because of roundiag. 
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The percentnge of coanents made by each respondent type in each region is: 



Respondent type 


Northeast 


South 


West 


Ifidwest 


National 




43 . 


55 


43 


51 


51 , 




33 


25 


34 


31 


29 




11 


13 


14 


11 


12 


State ^overoaent — — ^" 


4 


3 


3 


2 


3 




3 


2 


1 


2 


2 


Envirdiweiital groiqps— 


. 4 


1 


2 


2 


2 




1 


1 


2 


1 


1 



Note: ColuMQs nay not total 100 percent because of rounding* 



C<Mq)ari8on of the distribution of responses and distribution of coaneuts 
shows that local and federal govenuaent respondents nade aore coMents per 

reaponae than did individuals. The^^f ilia^i^n of aaay of the individuals 

who coaaa ntc iLiio-Uift-objgcHves cannot be ascertained. Of the 12»34A (less 
than half) individuals whose affiliation can be identified, the distribution 
is: famer or rancher-«'79 percent; professional*- 10 percent; hou8efii^rson-*8 
percent^ student— 2 percent; all others"l percent. ^ 

Of the responses coded to local governoent units, 8,995 (over nine^'tentfas) 
can be identified by affiliation of respondent. About 75 percent of these 
come frb« soil conservation districts. Another 1 percent represent other 
units of local govemaent, such as townships or snmicipalities. ^Although ASC 
county coanittees are not units of local govemttent, 24 percent of the responses 
coded to local govemvent com from ASC county conMittee nevbers. 

The affiliation of only 352 (less ^han cni^^^nth) of the federal government 
respondents can be identified. This number is low because many respondents 
_tjho used structured response forms when, asked for affiliation simply checked 
thfe line for **federal government" and provided no further information. The 
332 reapondents from the federal government who did specify agency represent: 
Soil Conservation Service**48 percent; Agricultural Stabilization and Cbnser* 
vation Service*''15 percent; Farmers Home Administration—8 percent; Forest 
Service"? percent; other USDA agencies— 14 percent; other federal government 
(non USDA) units — 8 percent. 



General Trends 

The proposed soil and water conservation objectives for the seven resource 
areas of i^oncern are divided, for coding, into 2i^opics. The large number 
of comments about these topics shows that the public views objectives as 
important issues. A list of the 21 topics, the number of conoients about 
each, and the' number of signatures represented are presented in table 5-1. 
Only three topics received less than 25,000 comments each. A large majority 
of the cof^ents arrived on printed forms, such as the one distributed by the 
National Association o'f Conservation Districts. Because some of these forms 
did not contain questions about the objectives to maintain soil quality and 
improve rangeland fewer comments were received concerning these topics. 



Table 5-l<-*C<M«ents and signatures on conservation objectiy^a 



Wuaber of — 

Conservation objective Coonents Sigikatures 1/ 





38,397 


63,862 




6,013 


7,933 




— >- 4,^(62 


5,675 




39,174 


65,006 






55,159 


HiaiJiize adverse iapact of organic waste- 


27,808 


50,301 




29,750 


51,504 






41,330 






52,645 


Increase irrigation efficiency—— 


— — 30,911 


50,350 




27 ,423 


50,004 






57,034 






46,026 






5039 






57,382 






46,040 






53,932 






53,776 




30,483 


53,635 






49,962 




8.798 


13.294 






(2/) 



1/ This figure represents the signatures associated with each cowent. 
.Thus»*if a letter with one signature sakes 3 different coments about an 
objective, as 3 signatures are shewn in this table. 

2/ The total is not aeaningful because a signature may relate to one or 
nore objectives. 

The coMents indicate considerable support for the conservation objectives. 
Favorable ciwents ate made »ore frequently than are unfavorable cowents for 
each of the objectives Support is greatest for those objectives dealing 
with agricultural conseiiration, such as ^'Reduce soil erosion.** Fewer respondents 
voice support for objectives dealing with nature conservation, such as *1teduce 
loss of wetlands." Overall, support appeals to be greatest for the objectives 
that address traditional USDA concerns. Support is ei^ressed less often for 
the objectives that address issues that have traditionally been the province 
of other departments (such as the Department of the Interior) < Many comments 
appear to reflect general feelings about broad issues (such as energy use and 
production) rather than a specific position on a specific objective (such as 
reduce energy use per unit of agricultural output). 
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SoMe of the coonents may have been influenced to an unknown degree by the 
wording of the structured response fom used, or by the way the objective 
was presented to the respondent. For example, the water conservation 
objective was worded '^ainimize water use** on one widely-used structured 
fora and was stated as ^'increase the efficiency of water use** on another 
for*. A person in favor of **increasing efficiency'! could be stroogly 
opposed to *'iaiaiAizing use.** ''Minimize water use** hss connotations of 
regulation and government control of individual rights » while **increase 
water use efficiency'* suggests only utilizing improved technology and 
methods. 

The objective concerning Wetlands was also affected by the wording.^ H^ny 
structured forms stated the objective as **stop wetland conversion." A 
large number of respondents indicated strong opposition to stc^^ing wet- 
land conversion, but suggested they would suppoirt the objective if it were 
changed to **aiininize wetland conversion.*' The word "stop** may account, in 
part, for the relatively large number of comments expressing opposition to 
this objective. 

A high proportion of Responses are structured response forms, which fea- 
ture checklists for indications of agreement or priority .ranking. Because 
of this, most comments about each objective simply express an opinion ranging 
from strongly agree to strongly disagree (over 70 percent of the comments 
for most objectives) or place a priority ranking on the objective (over 10 
percent of the coaa»nts for most objectives).^ Table 5-2 shows the proportion 
of comments expressing a range of agreemffent or disagreement with each objective. 
Table 5-3 shows the proportion of comments that place a general rating (pri- 
ority) on each objectiveT^ Because structured forms asking the respondent 
to place a priority on cakh objective were used primarily in the South, 
almost 92 percent of the comments regarding priority are from the South. 
The general priority ratings in table 5-3, therefore, may be more repre- 
sentative ot respondents*^^c>pinion8 in the South than in the Nation as a 
whole. 



Priority Among the Conservation Objectives ^ 

A higher percentage of the comments on each objective approve of the objec- 
tive than disapprove of it* The level of approval, however, is not the same 
for all objectives (see fig. 5*1)^ In table 5-4, the objectives sre ranked 
in terms of the st^port for the objective, the opposition to the objective, 
and the percentage of comments that are neutral* 

The percentage of comments expressing agreement is highest for the objective 
of reducing soil Erosion (64 percent strongly agree and 32 percent agree) and 
lowest for the objective of reducing loss of wetlands (21 percent strongly 
agree and 27 percent agree). 

The percentage of comments expressing disagreement is highest for the objec- 
tive of reducing the loss of wetlands (12 percent strongly disagree and 21 
percent disagree). It is lowest for the objective to reduce soil erosion (1 
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Table 5*2***CoMents expretsing agreeMnt or disagreeaeat vith conservation 

objectives^ percentage distribution 

* ? Z. Total 

Percent lA . ninber 

- Conrervation Strongly Strongly of 

objective agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree coounts 

t Reduce soil < 

erosion 6A 32 1 2 1 27,973 

Maintain soil 

quality 2/ — 28 65 1 5 1 1,418 

Improve range* 

land 2/ 27 , 61 3 JB 1 992 

Hetain pri«e 

farnland 54 38 . 4 3 2 27,712 

Heduce toxic 

pollutants 41 44 7 5 . 3 26,365 

Minimize adverse 

iapact of organic i 

vaste ' 26 52 12 7 3 25,624 

Miniaiixe nutrient 

pollution 23 .53 14 7 3 25 ,018 

Reduce salin^Lty 23 50 22 4 2 22,209 

Reduce sedinent 36 49 10 3 ^ 2 24,802 

Increase irrigation 

efficiency 22 44 18 11 4 24,978 

Maxittize water 

supplies 38 47 9 3 2 25,449 

Reduce loss of 

' wetlands 21 27 19 21 12 ^ 25,643 

Increase instreaa 

flows 20 42 25 9 4 22,309 

Inprove wildlife ' . 
habiUt 32 41 15^ 7 4 25,733 

Reduce flood ^ 

dssiage 39 47 8 4' 2 26,516 

Flood prevention 

project priority- 31 42 16 8 4 22,657 

Reduce energy use— 35 47 9 7 2 25,824 

Increase energy 

production 45 44 7 ' 3 1 25,502 
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Table 5*2.*-^Co—eats expressing agreeaent or disagreaMOt with coaaerration 
objectivea* percentage diatribtttion—^Contimied 



Conaervation 
objective 



^ Percent. !/ 



Total 
nu«l>er 

of 



Strongly / Strongly 
agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree coMents 



4- 



Urban area 
. conservation— 
Otlter/all 
objectives 2/- 



41 


' 49 


7 


2 


1 


25,724 


38 


44 


10 


5 


2 


24,922 


17. 


74 


1 


7 


2 


1,890 



1/ Total for eacb objective nay not add to 100 percent because of rounding* 
2/ The niuber of coMwnts ude about this objective is extreuly snail 
coopared to the niiflber nade about other objectives because the nost frequently 
used structured forms did not contain questions about this objettive* It nay be 
inappropriate' to compete these percentages with those of other objectives. 
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table 5^3."Co«» m i placiiMi a 

objectively 



; a ^^^m^al ^^ti^C or priority oa contervitioa 



Contervatioa 
objective 



Very 
Oppbie low 



Support 1/ 



Very 



Total 
awiber 
of 



Low KediuB Bfgh high coweati 



RedttCe loil eroiioq * 2 2 6 18 72 4345 

Maintain loil quality — % 2 4 12 . 30 52 3,390 

laprove raateland — ^ * 4 8 21 31 36 . ^,111 

ReUin priae famland — * . 4 ^ 4 10 18 64 6,428 

Reiluee tosic pollutacta- * 6 ' 7 ,15 23 49 3,431 
tfiniBise adverte Impact 

of orsuiiC waite 2/—- 1 6 11 . 18 22 42 472 

Hiniaiice.mitrient ^ - - ^ 

, polltttioi* * 7 . 9 21 27 36 3,276 

Refdace lalinity 2/-™--- 12 ^ 13 29 45 376^. 

Reduce lediMnt r-r * 6 7 18 27 42 3,358 

lacreaie irrigation- ^ 

' efficiency— 1.4 6 17 ' 25 47 3,486 

Haxittixe water 

si^liei 2/- — ai 4 14 20 27 25 426 

Reduce loii of wetlandi— 2' 11 10 20 22 36 6,244 

Increase inttreas flowi— 1 12 12 23 25 27 3,021 

laprove wildlife habiUt- ' 1 11 11 18 19 40 3,133 

Reduce flood dauge r - 1 7 -7 15 25 45 3,583 

Flood, prevention ' > 

project priority 16 6 16 22 48 3,318 

Kcduce energy %»e > 16 10 . 21 22 32 3,157 

Increaae energy 

production ■ * • 5 5 16 21" 53 3,432. 

Use organic waste—- 1 6 8 22 30 33 3,361 

Urban area contervatioa-- 1 6-7 18 25 44 3,114 

Otber/all objectives 2/-- ^ 6 4 4 14 23 50 80 

NOTE: The vast Majority (about 92 percent) of the responses represented 
by this table come ffoa the^ South. 

1/ Totals for each objective say not add to 100 percent because of , 
rounding. , 

2/ The nuaber^f coanents aade about this objective is extreaely siall 
co«pared to the"huid>er auide about other objectives because the nost fre- 
quently used^tructured forais did not contain questions about this objective. 
It uy be inappropriate to coapare these percentages with those of «ther 
objectives. 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
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TtbU 5-4 ,«^rdiiMil riokifit of the objective^ by intensity of tu^ort and 
opposition Md by proportion of coMents expressing a neutral (pinion 1/ 



♦ 

Objective Support 2/ Oppose 3/ Neutral 4/ 





1 




1 n 

19 




10 


12 


20 




1 * 




1 ft 
lo 




z 




1 7 
1 / 




O 


Q 


1# 


iubjm^zc aQversc i^pscc oi organic wsst? 


1 4 


o 
o 


ft 
o 




lO 


D 


7 




1/ 


1 A 


Z 




6 ^ 


17 


9 




16 


2 


4 




7 


16 


11 




20 


1 


3r 




19 


4 . 


1 




14 


5 


6 




5 


13 


13 




15 


3 


5 


11 


7 


12 




3 


IS 


15 




4 


19 


16 




9 


11 


10 



y This weighted rsnking wss calculated frott table 5*2^. *'Strongly 
agree** was given twice the weight of '^agree,** and "strongly disagree? 
received twi^e the weight of '^disagree,** This weighting has no significant 
effect on the ranking order. 

2/ Fro« greatest support (1) to least siqiport (20)* Although ranked 20th» 
the objective to reduce loss of vetlands has aore support than opposition (48 
percent *Ugree** or **8trongly agree" and 33 percent ^'disagree** or "strongly 
disagree**)* 

' 3/ Frotf greatest opposition (1) to least opposition (20)* 

4/ Frooi largest proportion of "neutral** responses (1) to least (20)* 
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FMuc«Sotf 



-UttOrQtnlcWAit*^ 



-MaxlmiitWit«r8uppUM^ 



IR«fuc9 5t1lnlty 



-Malntiln Soli Quality^ 



Mtnimlit AdverM 
Impact of Organic Waste 



Minimis Nutrient 
' Pollution A 



Incraasa Instrsam Flows 



t 



lncf«ai*£nafoy 

Production 



Attain Prima 
Famriand 



. ftaduoa 
I Flood 
Damaga 



\ tJrban Am Conservation 



I Reduce Energy tJsa 



MmproVB Wiwife Habitat 



Increase Irrlgatton Efficiency 

I I I 



Flood Prevention Profect PHority 

I I 



lleduce toss of Wetlartds 



i RsduceToxIc! 
^ Poirutsnts 



aO 19 16 17 16 IS 14 13 12 11 10 9 6 7 6 5 ,4 3 2 1 



Least 

Support 



Ranking by Support 



^t 
Support 
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p«rc«iit atrongly ditagree tnd 2 percent dittgrce)* The proportion of neutrtl 
tOfMentt rangee fr«i t high of 25 percent to a low of 1 percent* 

Cotparing the rtnkings' tff agreo^nt with raokingt of ditagreeMnt thowt a 
clear patten* Objectives that receive high support and relatively low 
opposition are: 

o Reduce toil erotion* 

-o Incretae the uae or vslue of organic wattet* 
G Incretae energy produttion on tgriculturtl land* 
o Retain priiM and uaiqye farmland* 
o Beduce upttream flood dft|Mge* 
o Hasciftlze wtter au^liea* 
' o Reduce aedittent* 

* ' 

wjectivea that are opposed by t relatively hig|i percentage of coonents tnd 
auppbrted by a relttively low percentage include: 

o Beduce lota of wetlaoda* .4^ 

o Incrette the efficienqr of water ute in agriculture* 

o Incrette inttream water flow;- 

o liiprove terrettrial wildlife htbitat* 

o ^ Hinittize pollution froti nutrienta* > 
o Hinittize tdverte effectt of organic wattes* 
o Give top priority to preventing flooding of wetltnds 
^ and ftnltnd* 

Objectivea that receive t Middle range level of support tnd also a middle 
range leYel of opposition sre: 

.0 Reduce toxic pollutsnts* 

o Urban srea conservation* 

o Improve Condition of raogeland* 



departure froit the patterns of support and opposition* Reduction of the 
levelr of dissolved aolidtf (selinity) elicits little support or oppoaition* 

There is nomt regional vsriation in the ranking of conservstion objectives* ^ 
Tsble 5-5 show« the relative ranking of support for each objective. by RCA 
region* Tsble 5*6 shows the relative ranking of opposition* As theae tsbles 
show> the objectives to reduce soil erosion and retain prime fstmland ranK 
higlleat in support ^roughout the Nstion* and the objectives to reduce wetland 
conversion and increase instream flows rsmk lowest* The objectives to maintain 
soil quality^ and t9 i^irove the condition of rsngelsnd appear to be regional 
issuea* ranking high in ordinal rsoking only in the West* The objective to 
reduce toxic pollutants has most support In the Northeast snd Midwest* The 
objective to reduce upstream flood damage has grestest support in the 
South* 

Tsblea 5*5 s^d 5-6 do not show the degree of support and opposition for each 
iiulividusl oliijective in one region as coepared to that in another region. 
Table 5*7 shchfs the regionsl distribution of comments on the objectives* 
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Table 5-5.--Ordiiul ranking of Relative atVport for the 
objecti;v^a» by KCA region 1,/ 



Coatervation objective 


Nortbea«t 


South 


Weat 


Midweat 




1 


1 


1 


1 




12 . 


11 


2 


12 




17 


17 


3 


15 


ReUin prise fanleiu) r 


2 


3 


4 


2 




4 


9 


. 10 


4 


Hitiiaize advene iapact of organic 












13 


13 


16^ ' 


14 




15 


14 


18 


16 




16 


16 


.15 ' 


17 " 




9* 


7 


11 ^ 


8 




~ 18 


19 


14 ' 


18 




7 


6 


S 


9 




19 


20 ■ 


20 


19 




20 


18 \ 


19 


20 




U 


12 


17 


13 




10 


4 


8 


7 


Flood preventioa project priority»- 


11 


15 


13 


11 




6 


16 


12 


10 




5 


2 


6 


3 




3 


5 


7 


S 




8 


8 ' 


,^ 


6 



1/ The Mtbod of calculating this raaking ia similar to that Used for the 



raakiagi of support givea in table 5-4. 
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Table 5-6.— Ordinal rtnklnt of relative o^oaitioa for tbe 
objectivea, by RCA regioa 1/ 



ERIC 



CoQtemtioQ objective Northeast South West Hidmtt 



Reduce toil erotioQ — — — — 
MftiiiteiQ eoil quality—* — — — — 

I«prom reateleiid — 

Retain priae famlaud—— 
Reduce toxic pollutiuts — — * — - 
Hioittiie adverse lapact of oriauic 

waate«* — * — r 

HittiaiM uutrieot pollutiou — " 

Reduce lalioity* — * — — • — * 

Reduce sediaent " — — 

iQcreaae irritatioQ >fficieQcy — 

Haxittixe vater supplies — ~ 

Reduce losa of wetlaoda — • — *^ 

iQcrease iustreaa flwa*— — 

laprove vildlife habiut*— — 

Reduce flood daaaje- 

Flood preveutioQ project priority- 
Reduce energy use* 

iQcreate energy production— » — - 

Uae organic Waste— —*-**•— 
Urban area conservation-" — — - 

1/ The Mthod of calculating this ranking is siMilar to^ that uied for the 
rankings of o^osition given in table 5*4, 



IS ' 


20 


19 


20 


19 


12 


20 


10 


19 


4 


17 


- 6 


16 ' 


13 


13 


19 


11 


6 


9 


11 




11 


6 




Q 


8 


7 


7 


13 


14 


11 


14 


15 


17 


12 


17 


2 


3 


2 


2 


14 


15 


16 


15 


1 


1 


1 


1 


3 


7 


2 


' 3 


5 


5 


4 


4 


6 


16 


15 


13 


4 


2 


8 


5 


7 


10 


5 


9 


12 


18 


14 


16 


17 


19 


18 


IB 


10 


9 


10 


12 



1 
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Table 5-7;— Fercentage dittribution of coMents about eacb objective, 
r ' ' hy KCA retion 

t 



COMervation objective Kortheatt South Heat lUdMat 





8 


44 


U 


36 




3 


62 


li 


22 




1 


64 


15 


20 




9 


45^ 


12 


34 




8 


43 


12 


37 


Minittixe adverae impact of organic 






ii 






8 


38 . 


42 




7 


43 


Jl3 


38 




8 


37 


.12 


42 




8 


42 


13 


38 






43 


14 


36 




7-t 


43 


l3 


36 






36 


|4 


41 






50 


10 


% 34 


Xmprove irildlife habitat 




43 


12 


38 






43 


12 


38 


Flood prevention project priority — 




45. 


11 


37 






42 




38 






43 


112 


38 






43 


11 


38 






43 


12 


38 




13 « 


29 


17 


41 




8 


43 


12 


37 
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Om possible aessttte of tlie degree of concern about each objective in each 
region is the proportion of the total ccaa^nts aboui the objective that coaes 
froa^each region* Table 5-7 shows that inforaation* If the proportion for 
each directive is coapared with the average proportion for all objectives » it 
is evide^t^ for example » that respondents fro* the South are aore concerned 
(that is» v^de aore cotaenta) about the objectives to aaintain soil quality^ 
iaprove ran^land^ increase instreaa flows » give priority to flood prevention 
projects » and reduce loss of faraland and less concerned about £he objective 
to reduce converaion of «fetlanda than are respondents froa other regions* 
This does not indicate the type of response (favorable or unfavorable) » but 
does ihow that the objective is a concern in that region* 

{In the Harris aurvey those sasqiled were asked to rank aany natural 
resource areas, isaues» and uses in order of iaportance* The rankings 
follow* 

Issue ^ Ranking 

Adequate food-*— ----------- 1 ■ 

Best fataland retained""™""""""""""" 2 

Water pollution—"— ""-"•-"""""""""-" 3 
Water iupply------------------ 4 < 

Energy efficiency (faraing) 5 ^ 

Adequate tr<se iupply- ------------------- 5 

Natural placci--------------";^-----— 6 

Flood control (rural)*^;;^.'-'^^™'""""""-""" 6 

Recreation sreai — 7 

The following list shows how those saapled in the Harris survey said 
that the federal government should divide $100 '^aong areas of resource 
concerns : 

Kuaber 

Issue of dollars 

Increasing the supply of food, lumber, and clothings 24*4 
Increasing the supply of crc^s and farm wastes used 
. to produce energy-"^"-"-:""""""—""""- 18,3 
Increasing the availability of water"""""""" 17*1 
^leaning up streams » lakes* and rivers—"""""" 14*6 
Providing places for fish and wildlife to live""" 13*3 
Reducing the damage caused by^ floods—""—— — • — 12*7) 

Those responding to the Karris survey rank issues related to food production 
highest in both the list of government action and the amount of dollars to be 
spent* The objectives of reducing soil erosion and retaining prime farmland 
also rank high in support based on comownts siade by RCA respondents* Ranking 
of other issues by those sampled in the Karris survey also seems to follow 
the same pattern as ranking of the objectives by RCA respondents* The excep- 
tion is flood control, which was ranked low by the general public, while the 
objective to reduce flood damage ranked high in intensity of support among 
RC> respondents* 
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It should be noted, thoutb, that when thottt retpooding to tlie Harris survey 
were atked to rate other issues (i*e*, nonewriroMeDtal) as well, all of the 
resource istuet ranked Ion, behind tuch issues as **watte in govertMnt tpending/ 
**cost of food and energy,** **une^ployMnt,** and **cri»e.** , # 



^11 Reiource Objectives 

Three of the proposed objectives relate to toiU resources* Th^te objectiVet 
ate (1) reduce erotion on cropland, (2) Mintain toil quality, and (3) ioprove 
rangeland* At .table 5*2 thpvs, tupport.for thete objectivet.it extensive* 
Of the Marly 50,000 co— c ats addtetsing the s^il retource objectivet, over 
three-fourths exptett agreement or ttrong agteenent with the' objt^ctives or 
give the* a very.higfa'or high rating* 

{the general public also exhibits a high degree of support for 
govemaent effort* to' conserve toil and retain prise facaland* 
Of tfaote sampled in the Harrit turvey, about 93 pescent tupported 
govetUMnt I'ctiou to protect fanAand froa erosion and to^^nsute 
that the bett fatttland it not uted for new houset, factoriet, tnd 
, . - ' roads* About 11 percent said that the govemaent should nof'take 
thote actions*] 



Reduce toil erosion * "Of the total coonentt, 3S,397 are directed to soil - 
erosion reduction at a USDA contervation objective* Thit high volume of 
coaaent shows significant public concern about th^ traditional congervation 
objective of reducing erotion* About 73 percent of the cooaents are accounted 
for in table 5^2* Of thete coMwnts, 26,S7S eiprets tupport, 722 eicprett 
oppotitiOD, and 373 are **neutral*** SoM 106 c^dunfents state **no ^>pinlon*'* 
Another 12 percent of the coesents place a priority on the objective (see 
table 5-3)* Of these coMients> 4,083 rate thi objective to reduce toil 
erotion a very high or high priority, 45S rate it a Mdiua-or lower priority, 
and 4 are ^'generally opposed*** 

The aott frequent cowients are (1) expret^ions of support fo^ the objectivet, 
(2) tuggestions to Mke setatide prograu pemnent or long ten, (3) requestt 
' for- aore funding in general and nore funding to field-level centervation 
efforts, (4) suggestions that erosion reduction efforts thould be addretted 
to worst problems firti with these wOrtt problau identified at the local 
level, (5) requests for uore retearch, and (6) coMents on.tpecific practices 
for erosion reduction* 

EjCpression^ ^f support for the soil erosion reduction objective generally 
co«e fro« environMntal organizations, federal and state goverynent ifetpond- 
ents, individual farners, and local groups, tuch as conservation districts or 
soil and water conservation cotnitteet* The pattern of support is tiallar 
for all regions of the country. Four out of every five comci^ts addressing 
this objective are either "strongly agree,*' **agree,**" "very high general 
rating," or "high general rating.*' Furthensore, Mny of vriie reiiaining fifth 
of the coMents 'express 'support in other tems^ Tt|e rati^.of support is ^ ' 
higher than t^iat ^or any other consolation objective listed in the draft RCA 
ProgrsB Report* ' 
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There is» however, sone opposition to the soil erosion reduction objective as 
<lescribed«ih tjhe RCA documents. Less than 3 percent of the comments are 
"dis^free^ ot "strongly disagree." This opposition generally comes from 
indivitAuals, tather thao other types of respondents. However, several farm 
organizations express some measure of disagreement. 

A total of 202 other comments on the erosion reduction objective say that 
soil is the Hation's most valuable resource, express concern about erosion, 
or say that conservation is in the public interest. 

Generally, the support for, the erosion reduction objective does not focus on 
the objective levels described in the RCA Program Report. Comments that do 
address the objective levels say that the specific T values are not univer* 
sal^ly applicable and that lowe^ values (for example, 2 tons per acre per 
year) loight be more appropriate in some areas* One letter points out an 
inconsistency aoiong the objective levels--"reach T values" for one and 
'^approach T values" for another. 

The comments reveal a preference for increased efforts on erosion reduction* 
Only 6 percent of this group of comments suggest a reduction in efforts* the 
following list shows the^ dis]:ributioa of comments addressing the level of -the 
Department's efforts to control erosion* 

Number 
of comments 

Increase efforts; give more emphasis**""** 393 

Maintain at present level"-*"-*-*-* — 42 

Decrease efforts; give less emphasis-*-— — 26 

461 

Comments on the. level of efforts to achieve the erosion reduction objective 
are similar to comments made about soil resources (see chapter 



Respondents make some 617 comments concerning funding, these comments, as 
shown below, indicate that the respondents view increased funding as a crit- 
ical part of the efforts to reduce erosion. Respondents say that funding 
should be channneled to the field lev^l for addressing the most severe, 
locally identified erosion problems first. 

* 

Number 

Public comments oq funding of comments 

Increase funding — — — — 135 
- Sources of funding (see below) — 74 
Provide additional funding to fiffld- — 235 
Direct funding to worst problem first——* 148 
Direct funding to participant* not state---- 2 
Adequately fund enforcement program*-—-— 17 
Fund agencies directly, avoid transfer—— 1 
Fund program based on RCA findings*-*----**- 2 
Give premium funding to poorer states*----*- 1 

Other funding** — -------- ------ — 2 

617 
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The following list shows the distribution of the 74 coanents on sources of 
funding. 

Nunber 
of comments 

Raise taxes---' — — 5 - 

Users expense, not government-*""*""*-"- 26 

Public consumer • — * J3 

Special tax (e.g. hunters)*-*" * 3 

Mostly government * — - — 18 

Mostly landowner—"-"-"-"-"""-— "— 1 

Share costs 50*50 — *- 6 

Other *- _2 

74 

Some comments > such as those that suggest dividing the cost among the public 
or shiftllng the cost to the consumers* imply f^ovemiMnt as the medium for 
achieving this division. Other comments like ^'increase funding** also suggest 
governmental action, but are covered elsei&ere* 

Respondents make 1>654 comownts on methods for achieving the erosion reduction 
objective* The traditional approaches of incentives (283 comments), financial 
assistance (94), technical assistance (82), education and guidelines (208), 
and research (290) are mentioned most often* Some comoients (120) call for a 
voluntary program, but a few others (24) call for laws and regulations for 
erosion control* Another 90 comments on regulations list conditions under 
which regulations might be acceptable: where resource problems are most 
severe; where regulations are embodied in local ordinances linly} wheip^ regula- 
tions operate through the market system} where lavs are directed to business 
interests like mining,^ logging, and land devel(^me4t. t 

More than 350 comments suggest general methods for achieving the objectives* 
About two-thirds of these address the existing setaside progr^, ^ugg^sting 
that it be made permanent or long term. This relatively hign ^^uency of 
comment suggests that respondents feel strongly about an en^rln^setaside 
program %«here the rules and, requirements are relatively^ ^nsftant* 

^ ■ I 

Other comments on methods of achieving the erosion redu^tio^ objective relate 
to: training (4 comments), planning (13)> management (44)> penalties (21), 
loss of benefits (10), and long term contracts (17)* 

There are some 786 comoients on specific measures to achi^v^e*' erosion reduction* 
Tillage methods, trees and windbreaks, permanent grass c|pver> drainag^, and 
structural measures are mentioned most frequently. The most frequently made 
conment in this category (193 c<Nmtient&) concerns develomnent of improved 
erosion reduction methods* i 

Respondents also suggest actions that might help achieve the objective* 
These include: planting marginal cropland to grass, establishing state tech- 
nical libraries; requiring new farmers to pass a test on land resource manage- 
ment before being licensed to farm* 

Less frequently made coiranents on the erosion reduction objective are included 
in the appendix* 
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Maintain soil quality , "*0f the total comments^ 6^013 cooaents address main- 
taining soil quality as an objective. Almost 8,000 signatures 4re associated 
with these c<Miments* TWenty-three percent of the coMments are accounted for 
in table 5-2. Of these cooments, 1,316'express support, 92 express-opposi- 
tion, and 10 are "neutral*** Another 38 state "no opinion/* About 56 percent 
of the coMieats are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,765 
rate the objective to maintain soil quality a very high or high priority, 623 
rate it a mediun or lower priority, and 2 are generally oppof^ed. 

Of the coanents that express an opinion as to the adequacy^ of activities to 
neet this objective, two-thirds say the activities are adequate. Yet, slightly 
more cooaents say that efforts to meet the objective should be increased than 
say efforts should be maintained at the present level. 



Other frequent comments concerning soil quality are; 



Kufflber 
of comments 



Use fertilizer or lime for improving soil 

quality* — - — * 56 

Build soil through a stewardship ethic and 

a waste not-want not philosophy-***""*-* 109 
Any program to build soil quality should be 

voluntary-' * — — - 10 

Saline s^eps are problemji'— ^ — 10 

Improper forestry practices cause problems-* 10 ■ 

Pesticide use is a problem — — 8 

The chemical industry ami big business are 

-responsible for some soil quality 

problems"**^ — " — ^ 9 

Use organic fertilizer*-*^-*****-** — 11 

More soil survey work is iiei»'*eri* 9 

tfore research on soil^ i-i needed* — - 14 ; 

The greatest support for the objective to maintain soil quality comes from 
the West and Kortheast. Opposition is greatest in the Midwest and South. 

Improve rangeland , --Almost 5,000 consents concern the improvement of range- 
land as a USDA conservation obJ$rti\*e. About 20 percent of the comments are 
accounted for in table 5*^2. Ot the^c comcients, 873 express support, 93 
express opposition, and 26 £rf^ **nEUtraI/* Another 50 comments state "no 
opinion/* Almost 63 percent of the comnents are accounted, for in table 5*3. 
Of these comments, 2,085 rate the Objective to improve the condition of 
rangelapd a very high or high priority and i26 rate it a medium or lower 
priority. Only 15 percent of the comments make some further explanation, 
recommendation, or suggestion. 

Rangeland improvement ranks in the middle for both support and opposition 
-(see table 5-^4). Support for rangeland improvement comes mostly from ranchers, 
farmers, and local government respondents. The greatest support coo^s from 
the West, and some support also comes from Florida and the Midwest. Opposi- 
tion ie mainly from respondents representing state and federal governments 
and is greatest from the South and Midwest. 
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Of the coflonents that express an opinion of activities to iinprove rangeland, 
two out of every three say that current. activities are adequate. Other coia* 
mentSy however^ say increased effort and eiqthasis are needed to achieve the 
objective. The following list shj^ws the nunber of ccHments addressing the 
level of the Department's efforts t^improve rangeland. 

f / Number 

of coiaments 

Increase efforts; more entphasis— 65 

Maintain at present Level- — -t—"— 29 

Decrease efforts; less emphasis---*-***-^*—— 14 

109 

♦ 

Several coinoents express concern that only fair and poor rangeland is addressed 
in the objective. These comments say that the conservation objective should 
apply to all rangeland. 

J 

Hany comments* are directed to overgrazed rangeland and the need for better 
grazing management systems. A few comment;s say that the RCA documents did 
not adequately address gr^izing problems on rangeland. 

Some respondents indicate a need for more weed control on rangeland. Saline 
seeps and geologic erosion are also identified as problems requiring atten- 
tion. 

Some comments say that greater funding of USDA efforts on rangeland is needed 
to achieve the objective. Three comments express the belief that this 
effort is too expensive* Another three comments say that the job is very 
difficult to do adequately and that it .may be impossible to administer. One 
comment suggests that the Forest Service and the Department of Interior's 
Bureau of Land Hanagraent should be involved. 

Th^ respondents make several coeoments on each of the traditional avenues of 
addressing resource problems-^research^ education^ technical assistance^ and 
financial assistance. They favor the voluutary approach to rangeland iiqtrove-^ 
ment . 

Suggestions for achieving the rangeland objective include: encourage plant 
materials work, establish better grazing management and control systems^ 
plant more switchgrai:&» provide greater economic incentives for conservation, 
include contracts in a coordinated long term program, and irrigate for mote 
productive use. 
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Prime Farmland Objective 

Of the total comments, 39,174 address retention of prime and unique farmland 
as a conservation objective--moce comments than address any other conserva- 
tion objective. Although many respondents are clearly thinking of prime 
farmland, much of the comment is alsc directed to farmland in general. 
Prime farmland is discussed in two places in the RCA documents -*under Soil 
Resource Objectives and under Related Resource Problems. The respondents 
apparently did not separate their comments into these two areas. 
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The oost frequent coniients express agreenent ulth or opposition to retention 
of prime farmlaiid. Over 70 pecent of the connents are accounted for in t«ble 
5-^2. Of these coomentSi 25 1288 express support^ 1|282 express oppositioiii 
and 1,142 are **neutral.V Another 245 state **uo opinion/* About 16 percent 
of the comments are accounted for in table 5-^3:^ Of these, 5,277 rate the 
objective a very^liigh or high priority and 1,148, rate it a oediuoi or lover 
priority. * * ^ * ^ 

Other coments say that (1) loss of prinie farmland is caused by economic 
conditions and nonf arm speculation, (2) land should be used ulthln its capa* 
blllty, (3) urban growth could be- directed or guided to better protect prime 
farmlandi and (4) added emphasis or priority is needed. Although' most comments 
express concern about cooversion^ of prime farmland to urban uses, one respondent 
complains about conversion to ullderness. ^^As noted in table 5*2, the number 
of comments in support of this objective far outweighs the number in opposi*. 
tipn. However, the opposition to retaining prime fairmland-is larger than the 
opposition to reducing soil erosion. ' 

Retention of prime farmland is supported most heavily by respondents affil-^ 
iated with the federal government, environmental groins, and farm organizations 
and by respondents from^ the Kortheast. Opposition tends to^ be greatest from 
state and local governskent respondents. The other comments concerning farmland 
retention express concern over protection pf private Ian;} ownership rights and 
the belief that this issue is not a federal responsibility. 

Many respondents who support retention of prime farmland also express alarm 
over urban growth and sprawl. Many comments (867) say that land protection 
and retention should be given top priority. Some comments (165) question the 
wisdom of using prime farmland as homesites when the laoJ is vital for producing 

food. 

[The general public sees loss of prime farmland as a serious ^prob* 
lem. Of t£lose sampled in the Harris survey, 82 percent thought the 
^ loss of good farmland is a very serious or somewhat serious problem. 
Klne percent thought it is hardly a problem at, all, and 9 percent 
were not sure. In spite of this, when asked about^ovemment action, 
26 percent of those sampled in the Harris survey said, that their 
families benefited a great deal from the federal government's efforts 
to help ensure that the Nation's best farmland is not used for other 
thing?, 25 percent said that their families benefited a fair amount, . 
21 percent just s<Hiie| and 21 percent hardly at air. This may indicate 
(1) that the government is not doing as much as it should or (2) 
that those who benefit' are not aware of the government's efforts.) 

By a ratio of 206 to 121, coonents say that the activities to retain prime 
farmland are adequate rather than inadequate. The comments do not address 
the objective levels described in the Program Report. 
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Water Quality Objectivei 

Five of the proposed objectives relate to preserving or inqproving water 
' quality; These objectives, and the number of coments addressing each, are 

(1) reduce discharges of toxic pollutants**31,997 cosnents, (2) niuiaize the 

adverse iq^act of organic waste**27,808 cooBents, (3) ainiAize nutrient 
' pollution**29>7$0 coasunts, (4) niniAip^e the adverse impact of dissolved 

solids (salinity)**25,168 coMnentft, and (5) reduce sediment yield**30,022 

coMents* 

(The general public clearly feels that preaerving water quarlity is 
an appropriate job tor goyeroMnt* Of those saiq^led in the Harris 
survey, 95 percent sai^d that the federal government should make nure 
that water is clean, only 3 percent said that the government should 
not do this, aitid 1 percent were not sure* 

The public woul^ also appear to be receptive to more goverhment 
action in the area of pteserving water quality* Of tho^e sampled in 
the. Harris survey, 23 percent said that their^amilies benefited a 
great deal from^e federal government's efforts to protect the 
quality of the Nation's riversA -^treaois, and lakes, 35 percent said 
that their families benefited fa fair amount, 23 percent just some, 
and 16 percent hardly at all, i Three percent were not sure* When 
these percentages are considered in relation to the 95 percent who 
said that preserving water qualdty is an appropriate government 
activity, it suggests that many Relieve the government should be 
doing store.] 

Respondents/agree with these objectives, as table 5*2 shows* For each of the 
water qual/ty objectives, however* "agree'* cOBMnents outnumber ''strongly 
agree*^ co^pents, and a greater proportion of c<Hnments are neutral than for 
other objectives. In terms of intensity of support, the objective to reduce 
toxic pollutants ranks highest, followed by the objective to reduce sediment 
delivery; In terms of intensity of opposition, the objectives to minimize 
nutrient pollution and minimize adverse effects of organic waste rank highest* 
The objective to reduce salinity had the higheat proportion of *'ceutral*' 
conments (22 percent), and the objective to reduce toKic pollutants had the 
lowest (7 percent ^'neutral**) * See table 5'-4 for a ranking of all objectives. 
None of the water quality objectives is in the top five of support, but two 
are in the. top ten* , 

More support for the water quality objectives is expressed b^ respondents 
^ affiliated with federal and state governoient and envlronmetcal groups than by 
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individuals » farm organizations^ and local govemnent. Stat^ government 
respondents and individuals express moat support for the objective to reduce 
toxic pollutants. Federal government respondents show great support for this 
objective but expresa even greater support for the objective to reduce sediment 
yield. Regionally, respondents from the Kortheast and Midwest show greater 
support for the objective to reduce toxic pollutants » followed by the objective 
to reduce sediment yield. Support for the objective to reduce toxic pollutants 
while higher than for other water quality objectives, is lowest in the South 
and West. The other water quality objectives generally rank relatively low 
in all regions. 

More opposition to the water quality objectives as a USDA conseirvation pro^^ 
gram is expressed by individuals and local government. The West shdvs rela- 
tively greater opposition than other regions. t 

Soaie of the comments, relate to specific features of each objective and ^ 
are discussed under xhat objective. Patterns of opinion are seen most 
clearly, however, if the nuaber of cooments for all five water quality 
objectives are compared (see table 5-8). Kearly all conments stating 
that the effort is useless or impractical are directed to the objective to 
reduce toxic discharge. This objective also elicits a larger number of 
comments expressing a nee^ for more research and tougher laws and better 
enforcement- Comments abmit the level of government which should be most 
involved show that all objectives but "reduce sediment^yield" are seen 
primarily as a state responsit>ility« Convnents about the adequacy of activ* . 
ities are similar for all objectives (66 percent say the activities are 
adequate) . 

iVo objectives, ^'minimize organic waste" and "minimize salinity," are s%en as 
needing less eo^hasis, while the other three objectives are seen as needing 
more eiDphasis . 

Reduce discharge of toxic pollutants , "Almost 32,000 comments address this 
objective. Over 83 percent, or 26,365, of the comments are accounted for 
in table 5^2. Of these comments, 22,283 express support^ 2,136 express 
opposition, and 1,946 are "neutral." Another 292 stati;^ '^no opinion/* Another 
11 percent, or 3,431, of the comments place a general rating on the objec- 
tive and are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,474 rate 
the objective, to reduce toxic discharge as a very high or high priority, 948 
rate it as a medium or lower priority, and 9 are generally opposed to the 
objifbtive. 

Hany of the other 6'percent, or 1,909, of the comments about the objective to 
reduce toxic discharge are listed in table 5-8« 
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Table 5-8.--Muatber of selected cooaents about individual water quality objective! 



Coanent 



Reduce Mininize Mininize . Reduce 

toxic organic nutrient Nininize se<U»ent. 
discharge waste pollution salinity delivery 



A useless effort; i«poasible> 
tp administer; unnecessary; 
politically unacceptable— 

The objective is difficult to 
evaluate; teminology is 
inconsistent, confusing* — 

The data are insufficient oc 
. eyroneous— 

There are too siany regula- 
tions, too ntch red tape; 
goveruient intervention 
should be used only as a 



108 

27 
19 



22 

15 
15 



responsibility- 
Should be^ local 
jresponsibYlity" 



22 
18 



22 
4 



15 

11 
17 



22 
4 



15 

7 
8 



20 
2 



10 

8 
7 





27 


24 


22 


16 


22 


Tougher lavs and better 














56 


V 17 


24 


5 


31 


Coofpliance should be 














] 7 


4 


4 


1 


.4 


Additional 'itesearch and 














63 


26 


22 


14 


9 


Too Many agencies involved; 














11 


11 


11 


11 


n 


Avoid intra- and inter- 












departaental di^lication; 












should not be part of a 














48 


44 


45 


15 


15 


Should be a federal 














4 


4 


2 


0 


2 


Should be a state 













7 
6 



Should be /a shared 












(federal, state, local) 














4 


4 


4 


0 


5 


Should be a prrvqle sector 














2 


3 


3 


1 


3 




- 137 


105 


73 


55 


113 




36 


232 


22 


186 


18 


Maintain the present level 




> 










27 


26 


26 


28 


25 


The proposed activities are 














- 210 


208 


213 


205 


198 


T&e prc^osed activities are 














- 106 


101 


, 100 


99 


106 
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Other significant coonents include: 

^ . Number of 

coiifents 

Reduce or restrict use of pesticides"--"-- 105 
CoMtfnts about chemicals and the fifaeaiical 

industry in general——"——"*—"— 168 
Develop programs to reduf:e nonpoint source 

pollution-"""""-""-" — "--"-"I — 14 
The effort must ^^cost-effective » practical, 

and acccptabl^to the public*——"—^" 50 
Educate the public about the need to control 

toxic discharge——" 33 

Wildlife and nature preservation should havtf 

top prioricy--""— "—"*"*"--- * 18 

Consider naturiil pollution in setting 

toxic discharge standards- — — • — ' 24 

Most toxic pollutants come from noofarm 

sources — " — ^"'^ — — — t — - ^ 27 

Protect the air from pollu^idn — — 27 
.Very coocemed abotit toxic pollution—*—*- 16 
Conservation plans ^should be the basis for 

instituting Best Management Practices— — 13 
Control disposal of toxic wastes— -***-- — 13 
Develop al program to deal with all 

pollutafnts** — — ^ — - — - — ^ 15 



Minimize adverse impact of organic waste . "Over 27,800 conments are directed 
to this objejctive* Over 92 percent, or 2S>624» of the comnents are accounted 
for in table 5-2* Of these cooments* 20»093 express support, 2»377 express 
oppositioiTy and 3,154 are "neutral*" Another 364 express "no opinion*" 
Many of the other 8 percent, or 2,184, of the comments are listed in table 
5*8. Otb^r comments include: 

I /Number 

of comments 



The objective should have very high or high 

priority- * — ^— . 302 

The objective should have ms-rdium or lower 

priority--* *-^- *— — — — 163 

Generally opposed to the objective — "— 7 

Increase funding, subsidize fairmers* 
efforts— — — *™« — . 33 

Consider natural pollution in setting 

Standards — — - — — *** — 10 

Comments about problems involved in animal 
waste storage and disposal — - — -— "* 14 

Combine the objective with one of the alter- 
native strategies discussed in chapter 7 
U5 comments suggest combining with ^ 
present program) — • 39 

Comments expressing concern about waste 

disposal*-"-*—-****"""**""**"*"* 37 

Develop programs to reduce nonpoint source 

pollution " — — *- — ** 10 
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Conflictg with other objectives""-**-*"*- 10 
^ F«rMrs are not to blajM for the problen*-** 12 

Minimize nutrient pollution ^**About 84 per At t of the 29,750 ccmeatt on the 
objective to ttinittize the adverse iaq>act of autrient pollution are accoimted 
for in table.5-2* Of these coMent?,/ 18»9^^ express support, 2 »446i express 
opposition^ snd 3>613 are **neutr«l/* About 2 percent, or 492> express **no 
opinion*** Another 11 percent, or 3>276» of the cements are accounted for in 
tabled 5-3* Of these covKnts, 2»071 rate the Qbjectiv« as a very high or 
hitb priority, 1,198 rate it as a nediua or lower priority, and 7 are gen-* 
erally opposed to the objective* / 

if 

Many of €bt other 3 percent, or 964, of the cosnents are listed in table 5-8* 
Ott^r comnents include:. 

Nuaber of 
co—wnts 

Coonents about cheAicals and the cheaical 

industry*"*"*— *"**-►"—►-►*-►**-►*****"** 11 
Combine the objective with one of the alter-^ 

native strategies discussed in chapter 7 

(12 coaoents suggest combining with ' 

present programs)-"*-*-*"*--*"-*-""*-"* . 43 
The effort nust be cost-effective and 

practical-*"-*--***-— --"*-*""**•*---* 8 
Farvers are not the cause of the proMem-— - 8 

Miniiiize adverse lapact of dissolved solids (reduce salinity) ■-*Over 89 
percent of the 25,168 coaments on the objective to minimize the adverse 
impact of dissolved solids by focusing efforts on critical xegions are 
accounted for in table 5-3* Of the comments, 16,105 express support, 1,228 
express opposition, and 4,876 are **neutral*" A'bout 6 percent, or ,1,666, of 
the cMments state **no opinion*** About half of the other 5 percent, or 
1,293, of the comments are listed in table 5-8* Other comments ^include: 

Number of 
comments 

the objective should be a very high or high 

priority—-*"-"-—"—"---""-*-— 272 
The objective should be a medium or lower 

priority— —"*"—— -—"""* 90 
Opposed to the lobjective- -*—*-—-**"-*>-" 5 
Salt runoff from highways and saline seeps 

are problems*—— — - — 42 
The objective does not address all related 

problems*— — *-- — 8 

The effort must be cost-effective and 

practical— ---"----—---------------*---- 7 

A water rights law is needed- 5 

Reduce sediment yield * —About 83 percent, or 24,802, of the 30,022 comments 
on the objective to reduce sediment yield beyond the level achieved in meeting 
the soil erosion reduction objective are accounted for in table 5^2. Of 
these comments, 21,140 expresss .support, 1,163 express opposition, and 2,499 



5-25 



\ are /'neutral/* Over 2 percent', or 6/8, state ^no opinion/' Another 11 
V percent, or 3,358, of the coMwnts are accounted for in table 5-3* Of these 
^ coiwi e nts, 2,308 rate the objective as a very high or high priority, 1,044 rate 
it at a Mdium or lower priority, and 6 are generally opposed to the objective* 

Hany of the other 4 percent, or 1,184, of the cooments are listed in table 
5*8* Other coMients include: 

. Kunb^ of ^ 
coments 

Combine the objective with one of the alter* * 



native strategies discussed in chapter 7 
(cements were almost evenly distributed 

among the 7 strategies)^— -^-^ 146 

Increase funding (including employee 

salary) 20 

Increase funding at the local level ~ 15 

Address sediment delivery from urban con- 
struction sites--"-"-— >— — ^„ 44 

Teach contractors proper^ drainage system 

design and implementation-* * 21 

Control nonfarm erosion (roadside, str'^am- 

bank, mines, etc. )"*^*"""'"*""'""""""" 17 

Control sediment yield with structural 

measures-'-* — —* " — — — - — 18 

Increase funds for cost sharing*-— 10 



Wat^r .Supply and Conservation Objectives 

' ^ Two objectives address issues of water supply and conservation* These objec- 
tives are (1) to minimize irrigation water use and (2) to maximize agrijjjul- 
tural water supplies*- Support for maximizing supplies is much stronger than 
* that for minimizing irrigation use, probably because of the potential restric* 
' tions on irrigation inherent in the latter* 

[The opinion of the general public about the likelihood of a water 
shortage, is divided. Of those sasq^led in the Harris survey, about 
50 percent said that there is very likely or somewhat likely to be a 
shortage of water for homes, farms, businesses, and iiidustry in the 
'next 10 years, while about 46 percent said it is somewhat unlikely 
or very unlikely that there will be such a shortage. 

The public apparently feels that they benefit from government efforts 
to ensure adequate water supplies* Of those saotpled in the Harris 
survey, 27 percent said they benefited a great deal from the federal 
government's efforts in helping to provide an adequate supply of 
water for the Nation's farms, homes, aod businesses, 37 percent said 
they benefited a fair amount, and 19 percent just some. Thirteen 
percent said they benefited hardly at all, and 4 percent were not 
sure. This implies support not only for efforts to conserve and 
increase water supplies, but also efforts to preserve water quality* 
The percentage of those saying they benefit from efforts to provide . 
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an adequate water aupply ia aiailar to the percentage of those 
aayint that th«^beiiefit frott efforta to preaerve water quality.] 

' J 
Mini^jge irritation water uae .—Thia overall objective includes the three 

eleMnta of increaaing e||iciency of agricultural irrigation, limiting water 

conservation to aelected aeaaurea in water short areaa, and working through 

atatea to iaprove operation and aainteoance of exiating structurea to increase 

inatress flows. AUioat 31>000 comenta addreaa ninittizing water uae as a 

US0A conaervation objective. Of these, 95 percent sioq^ly indicate a position 

without further ei^lanation. 

Slightly over half (54 percent) of the coments indicate ngreeaent or strong 
sgreettent with USDA adopting an objective to «iniaise water use. ^ Ano^er 8 
percent aasign this objective a high.or very high general rating. Yet 13 
percent-of the coMients state disagreeisent or strong diaagreenent. Another 
389 coMenta, slightly More than 1 percent, register opposition or a low or 
very low general rating for this objective. 

Although a najority of consents on the objective support ninisiizing water use 
as ^a USDA conservntion objective, this objective ranks third fro« last in 
ranking of support amon]^ all objectives. Sioultaneously, opposition to 
USDA*s seeking to mlnisiize water use yielded a very high rankin^second frosi 
the top* ^ See table 5-4. 

The greatest support for a USDA conservation objective of minimiziivic water 
use comes from individuals, local goverosent, and environniental grotips. 
Support is greater in the West than in other regions. 

Opposition to the objective cooks from farmers and local govermnoit, espe-* 
cially iti the West where many respondents appear to feel that they would be 
adversely affected if the objective were achieved. 

About 160 comments state that present activities are adequate to meet the 
objective. Another 123 that the activities are inadequate. 

About 0.5 percent of the coomtents address the emphasis or level of efforts 
that should be given to the water use objective. These 1^3 comoients suggest 
that additional esiphasis is needed > 

HwDber 
of comments 

Increase efforts, more emphasis 134^ 

Maintain at present level^- — - — — - — 18 

Decrease efforts, less emphasis 11 

Total 163 

The cotmnents stress local responsibility for water rights. Ground water 
control is mentioned in 48 comments, and another H say that greater efforts 
are needed to conserve water. Another 124 say that insufficient water already 
exists for the many competing uses and that agriculture should have top 
priority. 

Forty-four respondents say that more research is needed. One comment recom* 
mends use of rainwater to help achieve the objective. 
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Hmximizt vAter mpplio .-^'Over 27»400 cOMents addreat the objective of 
ii^lcttentiag aeasures to taprove the reliability and availability ot vater 
for agriculture* Nearly 93 percent of the cOMents tii^ly ttate vfaether 
the reapondeut agrees or disagrees with the objective (tee table 5-2). Of 
these cOMent$» 21»832 express 8iq»port» 1»268 express opposition, and 2»349 
are **neutral/* Another 468 cOMents atate **no opinion/* About 2 percent of 
the cometits place a general rating or priority on the objective (see table 
5-3). Of these co«Mnts» 220 rate the objective a very high or high priority, 
161 rate it a cedium or lower priority » and 45 are generally opposed. About 
l.S percent of the coweuts addresa the adequacy or inadequacy of the proposed 
activities to Met the objective. 

Of the reMiaing coweata, a few auggeat coobiniog the objective with one of 
the alternative strategiea diacussed in chapter 7. Several others co—ent on 
the mthods of MXisizing water supplies » including building dans and lakes » 
^ conaerving ground water, assigning riparian rights » and ii^roving water 
delivery. In contrast, ^ne respondent froB South Carolina states that **in 
our area . . « an excess of water is acre of a probXen than a shortage.*' 
O^ier COMents relate to fundfhg or cost. 

As table 5*2 shows, the great Mjority of the respondents support this objec- 
tive. The COMents siq^porting the objective refer priMrily to the need to 
expand water supply and to the Mthods of achieving the objective. Fifty 
coMients enphaaize the ioportsnce of conserving ground water supplies. 
Fifty-seven support the construction of aore das» and lakes. Another 40 
COMents express the view that cropland irrigation should have top priority 
among competing needs for water. 

Respondents who oppose the objective note the expense involved in developing 
research^nd technology. Five coMents voice opposition to unnecessary dass. 

There are few coMents on the proposed objective levels and only a few on the 
cost of achieving the objective. There are 25 coMients, however, on the 
Mthod of financing (cost sharing) and 14 on the need for increased funding. 
Thirty-six coMMnts say that the objective should have added emphasis, and 54 
coMients advocate improving or expanding the objective. Four comments say 
that pursuing the water supply objective is too expensive. One cooment 
suggests developing drought-resistant crops. 



Fttfh and Wildlife Habitat Objectives 

Three objectives address the issue of fish and wildlife habitat. These - 
objectives, and the number of conMUts addressing each, are (1) reduce loss - 
of wetlands**35,924 coments, (2) increase instream flow"27,913 comments, 
and (3) improve terrestrial wildlife habitat*- 30, 684 comments. Over 94 
percent of the comments simply express a range of agreeement or disagreement 
with an objective (see table 5-2) or place a general rating, or priority, on 
an objective (see table 5-3). About 1 percent, or 842, of the comments 
address the adequacy of activities proposed to accomplish the objectives. 
The ratio is almost identical for each objective (68 percent think that the 
activities are adequate, 32 percent think that they are inadequate). 
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(Although the* fiih «nd wildlife habitat objectivet ranked anong' the 
loveat in au^port and aMflg.the hi^est ia oppoait&on «#ong RCA 
reapocdenta (aee table 5-4)» the general public clearly ^supports , 
^gOveriMent efforta to preserve habitat. , Of those sai^led in the ^ 
Harris survey, 92 percent a^id that the federal g^etiuieat ahould 
Bake aure that the natural >o«es of fish And wildlife ar^ protected, ^ 
only 4 pciccent aaid that the govement should not do this, and 3 ; 
^rcent were not aure, - * ^ * « 

* * ^ 

^ * The public cleady feels that the Nation as a ^ole benefits fro« 

habitat preservation* Of those aai^Ied in the Harris survey, 61 

percent aaid that they benefited a fair amount to a great deal froii 

the federal gov^itniient^s efforts to help Mke sure that fish ind 

wildlife lUbitat ia protected, 23 percent said that they benefit^d^ / 

juat aoM, and 13 percent said that they benefited hardly at all*P — v 

* 

Reduce loss of wetlands . "Almost 36,000 coMients address the objective to^ 
reduce the net loss of wetlands resulting friMi their conversion to agri- 
cultural uses* rOye^^3 percent, or 25,643, of the cooMnts about thii objec- 
tive are accounted for in table 5*2^ Of these coosientSi 12,5&7 express 
support*, 8,386 express opposition, and 4,750 are **aeutral/* Alw>st*3 per- 
cent, or 717, ftftte "no opinion/* Another 17 percent, or 6,244, of the 
cOMients are accounted for in table Of these coavents, 3,589 tate the 
objective to reduce conversion of wetlands as .a very high or high priority, 
2,510 rate it as a «ediun or lower priority, and 115 cosnents are "generality 
opposed/* 

A^ table 5-4 shows, there is less support for this objectiv^tnn for any ' 
other* Support is higher amoag environmental groups and stJte governaent and 
it^ greatest in' the Northeast and Midwest^ Support is lowest in the South. 
Respondents in the West and Midwest stake the greatest proportion of **neutr^l** 
cOMtfnts* Opposition is greater than for any other objective* Oppositioa 
co«es primarily froo fans organizations, individuals, and local govenunent 
and is greatest/in the South. Opposition also xan high anong respondents 
affiliated wi^ enviromaental groups. 

Several grotq^s of cowients could be discerned in relation to the objective to 
preaerve wetlands, Over 1 percent of the cowaents (494) state 'tdat cropland 
^s «ore - laq»ortant than wetlands or that wetlands should be drained for use as 
cropland* Other ^comnents (84) state that wetland drainage is necessary. 
.Hany coMents (294) say that achieving the objective would have adverse 
effects on agriculture* ■ - . * 

So«e QOMients state that the RCA docunents did not clearly^ explain the terai 
**wetlands*** One respondent states t^at he is in favor of the objective to 
preserve wetlands **provided we are talking about * * * true wetlands and not 
.agricultural land which needs drainage*** Other comments (433) state that a 
better inventory of wetlands is neede4 or that the term needs to be clarified 
.or redefined. Some of Jt&ese comments state that a distinction should be made 
between wetlands and wet soils* Many of the comments suggesting clarifica- 
tion also support preserving only certain types of wetlands, such as marshes 
or inundated swastps* Some comments suggest that **the loss of wetland types 1 
and 2 should not be a concern.** As further evidence of the contusion over 

* 
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what qualifies as wetlands, 133 conmieiits say that the data are in error or 
instiff icient^ a much greater number of such cosmnents than were made about 
other objectives. Other comments (62) state that the terminology of the 
section in the RCA document dealing with wetlands is confusing or incon- 
sistentf making the objective difficult to evaluate. 

A total of 268 comments state the obje.ctive to reduce loss of wetlands is a 
useless effort^ that it is impossible to adnrinister^ or that it is polit- 
ically unacceptable. Over 80 comments say that the objective needs more 
emphasis, and 65 say that it should have less emphasis. This is the only 
wildlife iiabitat objective with a majority stating more emphasis is needed- 
Over 30 comments (more than for any objective except the objective to improve 
wildife habitat) state that the objective to reduce loss of wetlands con- 
flicts with other objectives. 

Many more comments give reasons for opposing the objective than give reasons 
for supporting it. The few favorable comments relate primarily to the need 
to protect land from irreversible changes and the need to preserve natural 
habitat. Most favorable comments focus on the intensity of action needed 
("reestablish wetlands that have already been drained") ^or on possible methods 
of achieving the objective ('^establish public ownership of wetlands*^* Some 
comments (30) say that conversion of tidal wetlands should be stopped. 

Almost none of the comments focus on the objective l^els. Several comments 
do suggest changing the objective to state ''reduce the net loss of wetlands 
(types 3-^20) resulting from agricultural uses. Minimize the loss of wetlands 
to uses other than agricultural." Comments about cost are about the possible 
effects of activities (^'reducing wetland conversion would have an adverse 
impact on farm production'*) rather than about the amount of money needed to 
achieve the objective. Other comments include^ 

Number 
of comments 



Compliance should be voluntary 75 

There are too many existing regulations; too 

much red tape — - — — — - — 33 

Tougher laws and better enforcement are 

needed — — — — — 30 

Protecting nature and wildlife should have 

top priority 29 

Comments about methods of compensation-^-" — 82 
Avoid duplication of effort; this should not 

be a USDA objective - - 12 

Reestablish wetlands drained in the past 10 

years 10 

The objective would have an adverse impact 

on agriculture — 294 

The regional meetings did not supply enough 

info mat ion-- ------- — - — ------- 61 

Must be cost-effective and practical-----*-- 50 
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Increase instreaja flow . "Over 81 percent of the 27,913 coimieiits about the 
objective to use the savings fron water conservation to increase instream 
water flows in water-short areas are accounted for in table 5-2* Of these 
coanents, 14,256 express support, 2,881 express opposition, aad 5,772 are 
^'neutral/* Another 6 percent, or 1,396, of the coooents state '*no opinion*'* 
Another 11 percent of the conoents are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these 
coniients, 1,571 rate the objective to increase instream flow as a very high 
or high priority, 1,427 rate it as a medium or lower priority, and 23 are 
generally opposed* 

[Those sanpled by the Harris survey were asked to allocate excess 
water for various uses. In this context, increasing instream flows 
(w^ter for fish and wildlife) ranked lowest* Of 100 excess gallons, 
the general public proposed the following allocation: 

Gallons . 



Water for producing food—-—- — - — 26 

Water for household use- — - — — * 21 

Water for industry and jobs"— — • 19 

Water for developing energy resources** 17 

Water for Xish and wildlife'^ — 17} 



Comments about the need for more or less emphasis (27) are about equally 
divided* Fifteen coinaaents state that the terminology used is confusing or 
that the discussion of the objective to increase instream flow needs to be 
simplified* 

Less than 2 percent of the comments express reasons for supporting or opposing 
the objective. R:^asons given relate primarily to water rights and the need 
to establish riparian rights laws, the neiad to conserve water upstream, and 
the construction of dams. 

As table 5*2 shows, support is relatively low for this objective. Support is 
high among environmental groups and is greatest iu the South. Opposition 
comes primarily from farm organizations, individuals, and local government, 
and is greatest in t^^ Wes^. The South shows the least opposition. 

There are no coimnents about the objective levels and very few about cost. 
Other c<Hmiients are; 

Kumber 
of comments 



Drainage is necessary — 12 

Channelization is useless — — — — — 10 

Permit limited stream channel changes--* — - 13 

Build more dams and lakes----*-------------- 10 



Imrprove wildlife habitat . —Over 30,600 comments address the objective to 
improve the quality and diversity of terrestrial wildlife habitat by enhancing 
vegetation on uncultivated land and improving farming practices. Over 83 
percent, or 25,653, of the comments about this objective are accounted for in 
table 5-2. Of these comments, 18|854 express support, 2|830 express opposi- 
tion, and ^,969 are ''neutral." In addition, 3/7 state *'no opinion/^ Another 
10 percent^' or 3,133, of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of 
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these connents, 1,852 rate the objective as a very hi^gh or high priority, 
1,260 rate it as a medium or lower priority^ and 21 are generally opposed. 

Sixty*six ccHVients ssy the objective to improve wildlife habitat needs nore 
eflBphasis, and 230 ssy it should have less emphasis. Forty*two cements say 
that t^t conservation of nature and wildlife is very icq^ortant and should be 
done at any cost. 

Support for this objective comes flainly from state government. Opposition 
comes oiainly from individuals^ Environmental groups express both high support 
and high opposition. Both support and opposition are greatest in the West; 
the other regions have ^ higher proportion^of **neutral** responses. 

Comments of support for itsproving wildlife habitst say that clesrcutting 
should be reduced (5 comments), the objective should be combined with one of 
the altemstive strstegies ^discussed in chapter 7 (47), hsbitat should be 
conserved because fish sad wildlife have a right to exist (32), shelterbelts 
and windbreaks should be constructed (9), and the best way to achieve the 
objective is through education (10). 

Some comments expressing opposition say that this objective would hurt farmers 
or would raise the price of food (11 comoients). Some say that the objective 
is unnecessary (10) or should be strictly voluntary (40) or that there is 
already too much government regulation (9). Others (13) say that there 
should be no expansion of parkland. Sixty-six comments (57 from the South) 
complain that the objective to improve wildlife habitat conflicts with other 
objectives. 

There is almost no comment on the objective levels. Coinneilts about cost 
relate to the effect that achieving the objective would have on food prices 
or farmland, to the method of financing (generally favoring government sub- 
sidization), or to the need for increased financing. Among the other comments 
are: 

Number 
of c<MttDents 



The government hss don^ a poor job so far*-- 56 

Maintain present level of activity 39 

Drainage is necessary-* * — * 39 

Conservation practices will benefit wild- 
life - 70 

The government should subsidize efforts, 

reimbur^se landowners---—- — 4$ 

Programs should benefit farmers-'----*'—-'—-- l6' 

Wildlife protection measures should be dif'- 

ferentiated from agricultural policies 26 



Flood Damage Control Objectives 

Two of the objectives relate to flooding. These objectives and the number of 
comments about each, are (1) reduce flood damage*-33,033 conmients, and (2) 
give priority to protecting agricultural land and wetlands from flooding**28,004 
comments. 



Reduce flood damage ^'^Of the coottents addressing the objective, to reduce . 
i^streaa flood damage by 16 percent using existing technology and structural 
and nonstructural measures and to develop new technology to bring. about 
further reduction, over 80 percent, or 26,516, are accounted for in table 
5<*2' Of these comments, ^,890 express support, 1,503 express opposition, 
and 2;123 are **neutral*^ In addition, 387 ftate **no opinion/* f Another 11 
percent, or 3,654, of the comments are accounted for in table 5<*3* Of these 
comments, 2,567 rate the objective to reduce upstream flood damage as a very 
high or high priority, 1,039 rate it as a medium or lover priority, and 52 
are generally opposed* 

The other 7 percent, or 2,474, of the comments about the objective to reduce ^ 
upstream flood damage are diverse* Among the more frequent of these comments 
are: 

"Number 
of comments 



Restrict development of flood plains; use 

flood plains only as farmland-*"**--"-" 215 

Reduce flood damage by using structural 
measures; build more dams and lakes—-**— 226 

Reduce flood damage priaiarily through non- 
structural measures——"-""—"—"" 96 

Prohibit construction of unneeded dams; dam 

construction causes ecological problems— 80 

Reduce flood damage through education-**—— 11 

Store excess floodwater in ground water 
basins; use to help prevent ground 

water depletion——******———— 23 
Put greater emphasis on preventing flood 

damage in urban areas—*-**—————— 19 

Drainage is necessary—*-—*-"—**—**—**— 55 
Streambank stabilization is important---—- *^I4 
The government should subsidi2e efforts——* 14 
More -technical assistance is needed***--—*-- 16 
Tougher laws and better enforcement are 

needed--***-"-----*--**-**-"----"--*-"-- 7 
More research and development are needed****** 50 
increase funds for cost sharing— r— •"••*•"— 
Responsibility belongs to either federal, 

state, or local government-*"—**—**—— — 28 
Responsibility should rest with all three 

levels of government—-*:"—*—*——— 58 
Proposed activities „are adequate to meet the 

objective——**—— — 128 
Proposed activities are not adequate to meet ^ 

the objective--*--*-— —**-'**— -**-*------- 161 

Haii^tain present level of activities--*^---- 30 

The objective is unrealistic, politically 

unacceptable-*—'^—**———*—*—-— 20 
The objective needs more emphasis—*™**— 314 
The objective needs less emphases—* — 11 
There a*^^ too many existing regulations, too 
, much government red tape*--**-— --•-•---*'*-— 29 
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Combine the objective with one of the alter- 
native straftegies in chapter 7 
(redirecting present prcgrasns has the most 
cOMents [39] followed by performance 

bonus (33])"^ 195 

Coonents about the effectiveness of 

channelization—"— 75 

Coivents about forest land"-— — — — - 22 
The data a« insufficient or erroneous"-"" 31 

Support for the objective is lowest among state govenusent respondents and in 
the Midwest. Support is greatest in the South. Opposition is greatest in 
the Northeast and is highest among state and federal govenunent respondents. 



This objective has a high degree of support* Coaments address the method of 
flood control (channelization, construction of lakes and dams » nonstructural 
measures, land use planning and regulation) » the need for research, funding 
(cost sharing and technicfil assistance) » and the need for education* 

(The large number of comments saVing that development of the flood 
- ^ plain should be reduced or restricted shows support for government 
regulation* That the general public favors regulation of this 
development is sh6wn in the Harris survey. Of those saaipled; 81 
percent said that they thought the federal go^entment should be 
involved in keeping people from building in flood-p^one areas* 
Only 15 percent said that this was not a proper function of govern- 
ment. I 



Respondents whc 
excessive cost. 



express opposition to the objective mention primarily the 
th« problems caused by structural measures ^**ecological 
disruption/* ^'greater damage if structures fail*0» and opposition to ex- 
cessive government involvement. 

There is little comment on proposed objective levels. A few comments relate 
to cost and to funding methods* , 

Flood prevention project priority *"Og the 28,004 comments addressing the 
objective to give priority to projects that f r^eat loss of prime farmland 
and wetlands due to flooding, almost 8T'po'rcent, or 22,657, are accounted for 
in table 5-2* Of the comments, 16,424 express support, 2,712 express opposi- 
tion, and 3,521 are '^neutral*** Over 3 percent, or 949, state **no opinion.** 
Another 10 g^rcent, or 3,338, of the comments are accounted for ih table 5-3* 
Of these co2nents, 2,361 rate the objective as a ve^ high or high priority, 
94b rate it/ as a medium or lower priority, and 37 are generally opposed* 



Certain ^.CDmnents cast some doubt on the validity of tt^se totals for supp^tt 
and opposition. Some respondents, for example, state that they strongly 
disagree with the objective but qualify their disagreement by stating that if • 
the wording of the objective were altered to exclude protection of wetlands 
then they would agree. Other respondents state they agree only with that 
part of the objective that proposes protecting cropland* The issue of pro- 
tecting cropland versus protecting both cropland and wetlands is also reflected 
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in other coonents. Several conaents/state that ^Vetlands" should be redefined. 
This ties in with tlie disagreement evident in the conoDents about the objective 
to^reduCe the loss of wetlands through their conversion to agricultural use. 

The other 4 percent^ or I>060» of the comnents about flood prevention project 
priorities address 2^ri«ftarily the issue of cropland versus wetlands » the pro* 
posed activities^ anc Methods of flood prevention* Some. of th^se couinents are: 

Number ' 
of- comronts r'^ 



A better inventory of wetlands is needed; 

"wetland^** should be redefined— 188 
Cropland is raore important than wetlands;. ^ 
^ "\protect prifle farmland*— — -* 66 
Restrict develop«ent^-6f flood plains—-—* 25 
Build fijore daats and lakes to' control flood 

damage ^ ^ — " 22 

Use nonstructural mea^sures to control flood 

damage; prohibit tumeeded dams—**—— I'* 
The proposed activities are adequat^e to 

meet the objective-^— 131 
The proposed activities are not adequate 

to meet the objective*— 155 
Maintain the present level of activities*-"*-. 24 
The objective needs more eaaphasis-**-**----* 57 
The objective needs ^less emphasis—-*"—* 11 
Responsibility should rest witb local 

government — — — * 16 

Respon$11>ility should rest with federal 
or state government » or should be shared 
ty all three levels"-*—"-"— — 5 



Support for this objective is highest among environmental groups and is 
greatest in the Kortheast and Midwest* Opposition comes mainly from individ* 
u^ls and the federal government and is greatest in the South* 

There are relatively few comments giving reasons for support or opposition. 
Many comments suggest the types of land or places where land should be pro* 
tected. A fev oppose uniform national standards. There are few comments 
relating to fundings expense^ or objective levels. 



Euergy Conservation and Production Objectives 

In the RCA documents* USDA proposed r.wo objectives which would contribute to 
energy self-sufficiency in agriculture by 1990. These objectives ; and the 
niimber pf comments addressing each* are (1) reduce energy use"30*96? comments; 
and (2) increase energy production— 31 >000 comoients. The objective to increase 
energy production ranks much higher in intensity of support and lower in 
intensity of opppsitlon than the objective to reduce energy use: (See tables 
5*2 and 5*4)/ In fact, the objective to increase energy production ranks 
third in intensity of support among all objectives. Only the objectives to 
reduce soil erosion and to retain Prime farmland enjoy more st^port. 
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(Although these objectives address only agricultural production or 
conservation of energy, the greater support fox increasing energy 
^ production contrasts \dtb the attitude of the general public as 
shovn in the Harris survey* Of those responding to the Harris 
survey^ 59 percent believed that the country should en^hasize con-* 
serving energy and 26 percent believed that the country should 
eo^khasize prod*^clng more energy. Thirteen percent were neutral.) 

These two objectives are closely related. Many of the contents about saving 
energy, were made when referring to the objective to produce more energy, and 
vice versa* These comments are summarized in the following list* 



Energy can be saved by using appropriate 

conservation methods— 
Comments in favor of gasohoV production* — 
Leave crop residue to control erosion, 

do not use for gasohol"--*-**""-*—--** 
Regionalize production to eliminate 

excessive transportation-—*"----*—--*--* 
Diversify energy sources (e*g. , solar, 

wind, , geothernal)-*— —*-*"—*— 
Government should subsidize efforts to 

reduce f'^ergy use- — — — — 

More rest zb and develo^wnt are needed-' 
Additional emphasis is needed; the ob- 
jective deserves immediate attention- — - 
Less emphasis is needed-— — 
Present level of activity is adequate—*—— 
Combine wltL one of the altematlv^V.^ 
strategies in chapter 7 (redirectio(J{ 
present program has the highest number of 
comments [77l followed by state leadership 
159)) , 

Meeting the objective is too expensive* an 

ineffective use of tax dollars" — -— — - 
Objective is not conpatible with or does 

not address crop production — ■— — - 

The proposed activities are adequate to 

•eet the objective—— — - — — — 

The proposed activities are not adequate 

to meet the objective— — ^— — — * 

Responsibility should rest with the private 

sector — — — - — 

Cbraoents about whether this should be a 
- federal, state, or local responsibility- 
There are too many existing regulations, 

too much red tape- — — 

A useless effort, impossible to administer; 

politically unaicjieptable — — 



Number 

of .cowpents 

302 
191 

52 

63 

193 

56 
193 

242 
30 
16 



356 
41 
49 
261 
361 
41 
13 
21 
28 
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k^oxd intra* aad iater-ageaqr duplication * 
of effort^^should aot be a USDA 

objective—*-"***""—*"**----*-^**-"* 70 
Draiotge will be aecessary*-— 31 
The ^deciaioE should be left np^to the land* 

owner; co^liance shtiuld be voluntary**-*** 20 
American famers are doing a great job» 

.they should be co«o«nded— *-***— 25 

'CoMents about irrigation jsethods* **— *- H 

Ule.fbrett; bioeass — 13 



The 624 cowents not included ia the list or tables are very diverse and have 
low frequenciea* Hany do not relate directly to the objective* These are 
liated in the appendix. 

Reduce ettergy ttSe .**Over B3 percent/ or 25»S24» of the 30»962 c<Avents about 
the objective of reducing energy^ use per unit of agricultural output are 
accoHiited for ±A table 5*2* Of these coMietits, 21»13S expreM st^port, 2»417 
expreas opposition, and 2»269 are **neutral.** In addition, 369 c<»aients state 
**no opinion*** Another 10 percent, or 3,157, of the coHients are accounted for 
in table 5*3. Of these coMients, 1,685 rate the objective as a very high or 
high priority, 1,467 rate it as a medium or lower prior^y, and 5 are gen- 
erally opposed. ^ 

[The general public clearly feels that they benefit froo reduction 
of agricultural use of edergy and that the govemnent should help 
fanwrs to conserve energy. Of those sampled in tL^ Harris survey, 
22 percent said that they benefited a great deal from the federal 
governsent * s efforts to help conserve energy by encouraging efficient 
faming practices and 31 percent said that they benefited a fair 
amount. Twenty-tbree percent said that they benefited just some, 
and 16 percent said hardly at all. Eight percent were not siire.l 

Most of the other 5 percent, or 1,594, ^of the comments address: (1) the 
possibility of saving energy by using appropriate cfonservation* methods , such 
as conservation tillage; (2) the need for further research and development; 
(3) the need to regionalize food production to decrease ene^rgy used in trans- 
porting food to market; (4) the methods of funding the activities; and (5) the 
need for more emphasis on the objective. Of the comments about the adequacy 
of the proposed activities ,' 60 percent state that the activities are inadequat 

Support for this objective is greatest from state and federal government 
respondents. Support is greatest in the Northeast. Opposition comes pri* 
marily from local government and individuals and is greatest in the West. 

Those supporting the objective give few reasons why. Those opposing the 
objective most frequently mention coocem about government interference with 
individual rights, concern about limiting the options available to farmers, 
and concern about the effect on crop production and food prices. 

Disagreement with the objective to reduce energy use (9 percent) is more than 
two times greater than disagreraent with the objective to increase energy 
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production (4 percent). This suggests concern about possible limits on 
freedom of choice and the necessity of making clianges in farmiiig methods and 
lifestyles. Several (60) comments state that the respondent is very con- - 
cerned or alarmed about the implications of the objective to reduce agri^- 
cultural use of energy. 

Increase energy production > "Over 82 percent, or 25,502, of the 31,000 com- 
ments about the objective to increase.net production of energy from agri- 
cultural land are accounted for in table 5-2. Of these comments, 22,614 
express support, 1,128 express opposition^ and 1,760 are "neutral*** Another 
343 state "no opinion*** About 11 percent, or 3,432, of the ccHOiients about 
the objective are accounted for in table 5-'3. Of these comments, 2,520 rate 
the objective as a very high or high priority, 893 rate it as a medium or 
lower priority, and 9 are generally opposed. 

Host of the. other 6 percent, or ^1,723, of the comments address: (1) the 
production of gasohol or the diversification of energy sources* (2) the need 
for further research and development, (3) the importance of crop residue in 
redt^cing erosion, and (4) hov activities should be funded* 

[While over 400 comments address gasohol production and diversifica- 
tion of energy sources (solar, geothermal, synfuel, etc.), the 
comments do not Clearly show hov the respondents would rank the 
importance of each source* The Harris survey, however, asked the 
public specifically ta compare gasohol and synthetic fuels (synfuels)* 
Gas<^ol was clearly^preferred. Of those sampled i^ the Harris 
siirvey, .48' i^ei^ceat said that' the government should support gasohol 
* m6re than synfuels,* while 22 percent favored synfuels over gasohol. 
-Twelve* percent said that the government should support both, and 4 
perci^t said that the government should support neither* Fourteen 
percent were not sure, and 1 percent di<) not answer. 

Th*? public was also asked which would cause the least damage to the^^r 
land. Of those saoopled in the Harris survey, 59 percent said that 
gasohol is -likely to caus.^ the least damage to the land used in 
producing it, while 19 percent said that synfuels would cause the 
least daoiage. Six percent said the effect on 'the land would be the 
same with either, and 16 percent were not sure.] 

Support for the objective is broadly based and is greatest in the South and 
Hfdwest. Greatest opposition comes from federa^l government respondents. 
Opposition .Is highest in the .Kortheast . 

Those supporting the objective also support gasohol production. Some are 
concerned about the consequences if crop residue is used for gasohol pro- 
duction. Those opposing the objective comment primarily on the need to 
emphasize other energy sources (solar, geothermal, etc>) and the need to 
emphasize food production over energy production. 
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Related Resource Objectives 

Use organic waste .*-- Over 84 percent of the 30,483 comments on the objective 
to increase the use of organic waste to improve soil tilth and fertility are 
accounted for in table 5-^2* Of these cooBents, 23«114 express support> ^893 
express opposition, and 1,717 are *'neutral." In addii;iun, 3^0 state "no 
opinion/' Another 11 percent, 6r 3,361, of the comients are accounted for in 
table 5-3* Of these co«ments, 2»115 rate the objective as a very high priority, 
1,219 rate i't as a Mdiuu or lower priority, and 27 are generally opposed. 
Support for ttte objective is greatest in the Northeast and lowest in the West. 
' The other 3 pendent of the coments are sunaarized in the following list. 

Number 
of cooBieiits 

£0courage organic farming; use sewage as 

fertilizer 110 

Govemnent should subsidize efforts to 

increase use of organic wast6-""-*---"* 24 

Recycle wastes-" — " — — *- 17 

Produce gasohol from organic waste-^-*— 17 . 
Diversify euergy sources---"— 17 
„Increased funding and technical assistance 

are needed—— — — 39 

Animl waste disposal is a problea-— *-- — 8 
Additional enphasis is. needed; the objective ^ 

' deserves i^ediate attention—- — 64 

Xess emphasis is needed-*------------------- 2 

CoDbine with. one of the alternative 

strategies in chapter 7 (redirecting 

present programs and performance bonus 

tied for iw>st comments [34 each])-——— 178 
Proposed activities are adequate to meet the 

objective-^— ► — — * — — 16? ' ^ 

Proposed activities are not adequate to meet ^^^'^ . ft} 

the objective 119 7 ^* 

' Hore research and development are needed— — 5S 
More education is needed— 15 ^ 




Urban area conservation . --Over 29,500 comments address the objective of^^f^ 
conservation in urban areas*. This objective contains several component s-W^^ 
reducing downstream urban flood loss, providing information to help develop^ts 
overcome resource limitations, minimizing conversion of prime farmland and 
wetlands, and reducing sediment yield from construction sites. About 84 
percent of^the comments' are accounteid for in table 5-2. Of these comments, 
20,614 express support, 1,855 express opposition, and 2^453 are "neutral/* 
Another 544 state "no opinion*" About 11 percent of the' comuents are accounted 
for in table 5-3. Of these, 2,135 rate the objective a very high or hig^ 
priority, 954 rate it a medium or lower priority, and 25 are generally opposed* 

Respondents from the Hidwest rank this objective in the upper third of the 
support rankings. Respondents from other regions rank it in the middle 
range of both support and opposition* Of the relatively few comments (other 
than those expressing agreement) that say how much emphasis should be given 
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to coitservfttion efforts in urban areas* ttost say greater eophasis or iteediate 
attention is needed* 

Ktiaber 
of contents 



Increase efforts » give more emphasis — * — 88 
Haiatain at present level"—— — ™-— — 3 
I}ecrease efforts » give less ^enphasis-— _5 

96 



By 168 to 118 » respondents say that activities are adequate to «eet the 
objectives* Aaong the remaining coOBents, those relating BOst directly to 
the objective and aade MSt frequently are: 

Nuaber 
of coapents 



Control urban sprawl- — — — — — xi 
Land use concerns——*—— — 27 

Cooiients about erosion and sedirect--"-"--' 14 
CoflMents about division of responsibility 

aaong federal » state » and local govern- 

sent 26 

There is too tjuch government red tape- 11 

More education is needed---— — — — — — 24 

Concern for rights of individuals— ——v 15 
CiuDbine wj,th one of the alternative 

strategies listed in chapter 7-""——— 43 

CojpBients about funding"—-———— 31 



Other/all conseCTation objectives ^--Sosms 8»798 coonents ^re coded to the 
' topic **other/all conservation objectives*** These cowents relate .to conservar 
tioii in general, any group of conservation objectives, any additional suggested 
conservation objectives, and sone coonents about goverovent in general* 

More than 2,000 cowents express support for or opposition to all of the 
objectives* Ten times more comaents express support than opposition (see 
tables 5-2 and 5-3)* 

An additional 251 comwnts say that conservation is good, deserves immediate 
attention, or contributes to public benefits* 

A total of 376 coHients relate to funding for all objectives* Most address 
the levels of funding* These comments are: 

Nuaber 
/ of comswnts 



Increase funding, base funding on RCA 

findings- — 142 

Source of funding———*— — — 83 
Raise taxes (4), users expense (9), 
public (25), shared by government (45)* 
Direct funding to worst problems first—— 66 
Increase funding to field, enforcement 

agencies— — —————— r""""""^ . 78 

Other———— — 7 

37? 
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Many coonents relate to the methods for achieving conservation in gei^ral* 



' These include: 

^Nuaber 
of cwMwnts 

Use incentives — * — * 17C 

Conduct more research * * 165 

Hake no change in existing programs — * — * — 109 

Provide technical assistance * * 52 

Keep programs voluntary*-* *• — — 193 

Avoid imifono national standards-* 184 

. 878 



Comnents coded to this topic address a wide range of issues* For example, 63 
coMents refer to saline seeps, 133 refer to drainage, and 83 call for higher 
levels of coat sharing* The comments include reference to "an io^ossible 
task*' some^ 45 tiaes, but call for cooperative work 41 times* 

Other comments are included in the appendix* 

Other CO— ents . — Some comments were coded to other topics but seem to relate 
more to^ objectives thatt to the topic to which they were coded* These comenta 
Xelate primarily to funding, incentivifis, individual rights, And cost effective- 
ness. Although not addressing a specific objective, the thrust of these 
comments may be indicative of public attitudes toward implementation of the 
objectives « 

Number 
of comoents 

Provide incentives to landowners (such as 
price supports, low interest loans, tax 



credits); eliminate disincentives; sub- 
sidize to reach goals *- 961 

Efforts to reach objective levels must be 
cost effective, practical, and esthe- 

tically correct"**** — *- 64 

Penalize those who do not conserve-** 61 

Do not limit individual rights; reducing 

farmers* choices may be detrimental — * 465 

Solve the worst problems first; target ^ 

resources—*-*— * * 64 
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o The coMenti eicpresi strong support for USDA*s traditional conservation 
objectives* These traditional objectives htve soil erosion reduction as 
a conkftrstOne* 

o Th« respondents support allocating greater resources (funds and personnel) 
on a sufficient scale to acco^»lish the objectives* It appears that 
swsty but not ally of those who responded would accept targeting conser^- 
vation resources (dollars and people) » if necessary* rather than spread 
resources too thin to do the job* 

* o Respondenta want USDA to take an active role in helping to protect and 
preserve faniltnd yet not atteapt direct federal control* Retencion of 
farmland hta very strong support fron the responding public* 

o Conservation objectives directed to noncropland* such as wetlands pre- / 
servation and wildlife habitat i«provesent» are supported by a majority 
of those cMsenting on thea but fare badly in ordinal rankings of the 
objectives* Many of those who responded do not want these objectives to 
divert USDA resources fro« idut they see as more is^ortant conservation 
concerns* They al«o eicpress concern that these objectives will conflict 
with the traditional USDA objectives* 

o For the traditional objectives* sach as erosion reduction* flood damage 
reduction^^ and the like* which are undertaken at least partly to benefit 
society as a whole* the respondents want the beneficiary*-thrcugh the 
federal govemnent*-*to help b^ar the cost* They aie asking for partner* 
ship-*for cost sharing* not cost shifting. 

o Even as they seek federal dollars* the respondents want local control* 
particularly of the methods for achieving conservation. This suggests a 
two-* tie red progran as a possibility. 

o If greater federal intervention (such as regulation or penalities) is 
needed for serious conservation problesis* respondents want it directed 
only at the nost flagrant violators* not at typical landowners who do 
care about the land and will respond to voluntary prograsis based on seme 
incentives and technical assistance. 

The respondents appear to believe that stany conservation problems originate 
in urban areas* The rural agricultural community* which is USDA's / 
traditional clientele* would appear to approve USDA*s undertaking urban 
conservation activities if these would help solve resource problems. 

The rea^ndents appear to favor maintaining traditional conservation 
objectiveS\and redirecting the proV^ to meet water quality* energy* 
and farmlaw-. retention objectives* ^ 

The principal s^tesients made in si^port of the objectives are; natural 
resources conseriMi^Lon should have a higher priority than production; 
conservation is in il^ public interest; accomplishing the objectives 

\ 
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will conserve retourcet for the future* Thote*mking tliete itaterients 
are prlMrily faraert* Bovever, aost reapoadenta who expreaa aupport. 
tive no reaaona for their airport* 

The^principal objectiona to the objectivea are: exceaaive govenuunt 
control; coat-ineffectiveneaa; production ia more i«pcTtant than con* 
aervation; the proposed program would be ineffective* 

4 

Nearly all coaaenta addreaa o^y a funeral queation, auc& ai *'Should / 
priM fandand be retained?*' Very few coanenta are sade about the 
propoaed objective levela* While public reapooae indicatea conceit for 
conaervation iaauea* the reanlta auggeat little about whether the public 
feela the propoaed objective levela are adequate* 

Thia report does not indicate which objectivea are of higbeat priority 
to the public* While the degree of at^porc for an objective say be * 
taken aa a proxy atateaent for priority, thia doea not tell the whole 
^atory* Degree of aupport say be different froa degree of coMkitaent*^ 
For exaa^le^ on the queation of reducing the conversion of wetlanda, of * 
those expreia::ng only agreement or diaagree»ent with the objective, 48 
percent expreaa agreeaent and 33 percent expreaa diaagreeaent. Thia 
objective receivea lesa a«^ort than iny other* 

The few coMwnta about coat ^ire priaarily negative, that ia, achieving 
the' objective would coat too such* Other coMkents aay that conservation 
ia worth any price* Conceir^ about cost is directed nore toward **who 
will pay?" rather than '*wfaat will it cost?'' 
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tnapx«"6"- ^tivities for Reaching Conservation Objectives 

This chapter focuses on the public's response to how the objectives, are to be 
achieved— 'that is» the practices » policies » data collection and dissemination 
aeChods, research, and planning that will be most effective in realiziag^ the 
objectives. The di^aft Program Report and Environmental laspact Statement and the 
Summary detail specific activities for each of the seven resource areas. The 
public responded with a wide variety of comments on conservation activities « 

m 

Comments reveal generally widespread support for traditional acti^ties that- 
USDA has practiced and encouraged over th6 years. For example^ many people 
expresii enthusiasm for conservation tillage » technical and fiiiancial ass'is-. 
tance, erosion and sediment control measures, irrigation water/manageneat, 
and flood control measures* A significant number of responses suggest that v 
farmers need economic information as well as technical infotmatio^* *TUe 
public makes fewer^ comments about relatively recent issues such as new energy 
forms, biomass production) use of alternative chemicals and methods of water 
conservation and storage. Responses come from both sides of long-*standin^' 
controversies, for example,, preservation versus drainage of wetlands, struc-*' 
tural versus nonstructural flood control measures, chemical versus organic 
fertilizers, and determination of T values for ;v^rious soils and*various land 
uses* Some practices such as channelization elicit widespread comment even >^ 
thougb^tbey are not' presented as suggested activities in the RCA documents^ 
Respondents make a great number of suggestions about practices and policies 
tba^t are not discussed in the RCA documents but that apply generally to^ one 
or moire, of the resource areas* # * ^ . ^ 

tVbea asked what conserving the soil means, those sampled in the 
* Harris survey responded by naft«ing various conservation activities. 
^ " Some of those ^ frequently mentioned include; 
o - Rotating crops . * 
o Tilling and croppi^ methods, 
o Planting trees, grass, and cover crops, 
o Building terraces, 
o Stripcr<9ping. * * - ' * 
o Contour plowing « ^ 
o Using conservation tillage* 
o Planting windbreaks, 
o Using natural and chemical fertilizers, 
o Preserving forest and wilderness* 

The^ frequency of responses on these activities is roughly parallel 
for the Harris su^ey and»the public 'comments, with Qne exception* 
The one activity mentioned, more frequently by far^than any other in. 
the Harris survey was crop rotation, which was named by 30 percent 
of the 7,000 respondents; crop rotation is mentioned rarely by 
respondents to the RCA ducuments.) * 



The Scope of the Response 

Nationwide, 33,767 comments (64,963 signatures) deal with specific activities 
proposed to mee€ RCA objectives or suggest other activities that are not 
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listed in the RCA doooients* Forty-five percent of these cowents are fro« 
the Si»uth» 26 perpent fi;<M t^ Hidv6&t» IS percent froa the Northeast^ and 1} 
percent fr<m the Uest* These responses are in the following foti^^; 



^ < Percentage 

Fora^ of response * ^ of c<wcnts . 

Personal letter— i- 30 

^tition or for» letter — * — • — , ' 23- " 

Structttre4 .response forij— — — * 33 

Koostructured response for**-— — — — . — - — , J 12 

Public transcript — r 1 

Other — * — * * 

total r-- r MO 

* Less than 0*5 percent. * ^ i • 

' • \i 

Ifost of the respondents are individual^* The Kfipondc^ts represent various 

organizations and*^nterest groins* as ^ollovs^ ' , , 

* ^ 

* 3 ^Percentage 

Itespondent type , * of cpfents 

Individuals — -* — — r ^ ^69"" 

Local govemnent — * * * . 1£ 

Federal^ gifvermient—— r *~ 7 

State govemaent-* — • — " — 3 

Environmental groins — •--^ — - — - — , 2 

CoHfodity gjroups-; — " — — . — . X 

Far» organizations ▼ — t 1 

Acadeific — - — — — . ^ 

Agribusiness-'-' — ^ — — — * 

^livic/social — * 

Indus trial/ trade*—* — * — — ^— — ™- * 

♦ Minority organizations ^ * * 

Nonagricultural business/ industry — * * * 

Touth organizations — — — - — * — * 

Other groups . — ^ . ^ * 

Other r ^ -r— t ^ _5 

Total i *- 100 . ^ 



* Less than 0.5 percent 



Because coMents that app).y to activities were coded to activities topics and 
to other topics as mil, it is not pogftible to confine the scope of this 
chapter to. the c<MBBents designated'^ot activit^ies topics alone* Instead, 
this^hapter considers coMKntft related to activities regardless of the topic 
to vfaich they mre coded* CoMBents dealing with Ativities in. other t^pic 
areas» theref ore^^ are also discussed in other chapters* The frequencies for 
specific coMients may be different in other chapters because they represent, 
different topic code-coonent code combinations* 
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-Data in this chapter represent the nuvber of coonents, unless otherwise 
indicated^ Where there is ^ notable difference between the nuoiber of coit* 
ftents and the nuobe^r of signatures » the nuvber of signatures is also shown. 



Activities for Solving Resource Problems 

Across all resource ateas, specific activities aost often mentione'd include 
technical assistance, agricultural research, and erosion control Measures. 
Conservation tillage, drainage activities, erosioti control sieasures, and 
structural flood control are ttost often favored or suggested for acre 
widespread use. least popular »re wetland retention policies and data 
collection nethods, which are opposed o^^uestioned by a number ofi 
respondents. Wetland retention is opposeo" by a aargin of 8 to 1 by conmehts,' 
l4 to 1 by signatures. Use of land for wildlife habitat in general is 
supported by a nar^in of 2- to 1. ' - 

Cooaents were received on activities in all seven resource areas. Although 
so«e coMKnts relate to more than one resource area or activity, the fol- 
lowing list indicates the approxittftte nuaber of connents <^ each^aajor activ- 
ity by^nWber of conments and by nuaber of signatures. 



t 



4Iuabe^of~ — — Nunber-of- 



^ . cogBients signatures 

Soil Resource Quantity and Quality: ^ ' 

o General coonents on soil resource 7,553 J5,713 

activities . - ' * 

• o Collect data on soil and water 1,903 2,285 

> resources reliable at the county - 
level for the 1985 RCA report, pse 
inventory data to identify 

priorities to be~addre8aed by con- - ^ - 

servation prograas. 
o Provide the land user with inforaa- 6,930 20'»577 

tion' to^ evaluate conservation needs 
on cropland, forest land, and gracing 
land eroding^ in excess of T value. 
(T value represents soil loss toler-^ 
ance. It is defined as the maximum \ 
rate of annual. soil erosion that 
will permit a high level of cropland 
and rangeland productivity to be y 
obtaided economically and indefi- 
— ttitely^ — Fo r top land, f prest land, ~ ' " ~ '""T 



pasturelaad, and native pasture, 

the estimated average- is 5 tons ^ ^ 

per acre .per year. For range* 

land, the estimated average is 2 

tons peif'acre per year.) Ha&e 

enough assistance available to 

the user to solve the erosion 

problens. 

Maintain conservation systems already ' 384 422 
in plac^. ^ , ' 
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/Install. conservation practices on, 93 
Million acres of cropland now losing 
between 5^.and 14 tons of soil per. , 
acre j>er year* ^ Kcpresentatdve 
practices include, penianent vegeta* 
tive cover (2*7 ftillion acres), con^ 
Nervation tillage (93*7 Million 
acres), stripcropping (10.8 ^Million 
acrea), and tei^racing (8.4 Million , , 
acXea>^; Install conservatioh practices 
on 48 Million 'acres of^ cropianduftw 
losing MOre than 14 tons of soil per 
acre per year* ^^ly conservation ' 
tillage ;to all lands that stay in . \ 

, crops * KtsMove sOMe 17 Million , 
^acres of cropland froM cultivation* 



lbw}>er of 

COMMCntS 

1,675 



^ ^uBd>er of 
signatures 
2,194 



Vater (}uality: 



Condu^ research to develop and 
transfer co^ effective nonpoint ^ 
pollution control technology. 

Use cttltural^Measures. "^inclu&ing " 
alternative ^cfaepical&s ^ 
optiaum timing for application 
of pesticides and nutrients, 
resistant crop varieties, ^ 
eliMination of lexcessive 
applications of pesticides 
a»d nutr^ients, and toxic 
managetebt techniques such 
aSi integrated* pest Management* 
CMtrol runoff and erosion to con^ 
trol pollutants typicnly attached 
-to soil particles. 
Control anisal vaste*^ 
Manage irrigfation vater, ^cover 
tailwater, conserve water. 



Water Supply and^ Conservation: 

o General cooments on water stq>ply 
activities* \ 

o Increase onflrpi irrigation 
efficiencies: ditch lining, 
piping, land leveling, tailwater 
recovery, improved management of 
irrigation water, shifts to low 
water use crops and stress- ^ 
Lj resistant plant varieti'^s* 



Kes€^arcb needs and te^cbnolpgy' 
deyelopMe^t ar«^ included i0 
this tahulationVunder ^Soil 
Resources *'" Technology*^ transfer 
is under **Itelauld Resources*" 



902 



2^47 



> 



2,191 



259 



4,082 



313 



Irrigation activities are 
incloded in this tabulation 
under **Water Supply." - 



737 



iill.. 



947 
1,467 
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Increase oft^fen irrigation 
.efficiencies by canal lining. 
Provide irri|tators tiitli iitfonu*- 
tion on 'whenv hov vticht and hov to 
apply vater on 24 sillitjfi acres 
in tfae West. Develop inforMtion 
on all aspects of water nse and 
nt^lyifor use by irrigators. 
< o Develop, add jase crop varieties ttore 
resistant t^ or tolerant of drought. 

Fish and Wildlife BabiUt: 

'o- * General co— cnta on fish and wild<^ 

life habitat adki^ties. 
o Detcndne vliat type of M^tlands^ 
retta£n> lAere they are, and tfae 
^ relative value of each. 

o \ Preserve existing wetlands and . 
restore otfaer wetlands through land 
reatal and ott * aieai^. 
o ^ Change any fedt^^al policies that 

result in mtland destructicm. 
o Develop wildlife UU>itat Mihagenent 
^ criteria and iiplcwnt wildlife 
MUgeatnt systew on cropland, 
rengelandy and othe^areas. 

Dl^streatt Flood DaMges: 

o General conienta on Xlood danage 
activities. ^ ^ * 

, o Develop and inplewent (a) 20 smII ^ 
wajtershed plans each year using non*- 
structural and structural Measures 
where appropriate and (b) ISO flood*- 
bi2ard studijis per year during tfae , 
next 20 years, 
o Develop 25 nonstntctural plans in 
the next 10 years to develop and 
^st n^ technology. ^ 

Energy Conservation and Production: 



o 

4 



General coments on energy 
activities. 

Encourage Methods of. crop drying 

that would use form of eMrgy other 

than fossil fuels. 

Step ^'-research and infoiwition on 

fertilizer use> iaqpi^ove irrigation 

•anagCMnty and establish wore 

shelterbelts. 
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Nuid^r of 
<^o— cnts 



Nuid>er of 
signatures 



".59 

960 
786 

.1,071 
454 



70 

1,094. 
1,010 

153 

a, 748 
620 



245 
1,182 



422 
1,451 



32 



33 



1,,182 1,563 
No coownts received. 



Ketearcti needt are included 
in this tabulation under 
"Soil Retoarcet.** Irrigatio 
is included under "fteter 



Supply.** 



J 

o 



Produce biotaass as an energy source 
and develop technology for its con* 
version to usable energy; grow 
legumes as a source of nitro^fen 

tetXttizer-. - - , - 



kelated Natural ^sources; 

* o General cOQptents on other resources, 
o Conduct research to ascertain the 
v^lue of /orgalllc wastes for dif* 
fer^tnt soils. ' ■ * 

o Idtprove technology transfer, 
o 'Develpp and implement inqproved wasta 
^ ^aanagenent systans^^ 
o Conduct flood plain hazard studies 
and implement stom and floodwat^r 
ttanagenent programs* 

o . Work with state and local agencies 
t<j hrlp gui^endever<^ttent~tw;arrd 



Number' of 
comment s 
113 



. Number of 
signatures 

' 163 



— ; - 
387 



73 
89 



201 
582 



73 
^91 



Floodwater mana^eo^t is 

included in^this tabulation 

under ''Ifpstxeam Flood 

Damages.** 

See chapter 9. 



with natural resource p^ofHtctioA^ 
'Os Oeyelop and io^lem^nt sediment, con* 
trol activities. , ' *' ^ 



314 



422 



Other Cofiments: 

o Commenta received about 

activities other than those' 
listed. 



3»383 



5;i20 



_ Adeatt*cy of the Activities 

*More thaE'6»200 comments express opinions on the adequacy'of the activities 
in general. Of these/ 6(f percent say Xhat USDA^s conservation activities are 
adeqiiate to me;et the objectives and 40 percent say that thofe activities are 
inadequate. ^ A few^say that certain activities would be adequate only in 
conjunction with other activities.. Most of these responses were submitted on 
structured forms. Respondents make 252 comments calling for more emphasis on 
conservation practices. According to 50 comirifents» environmental concerns 
should not interfere with conservation activities. 

Some^ respondents point to ^ need for change in emphasis among activities* 
For instance, one individual says that streambank erosion is overemphasi2ed« 

The activities for achieving fish and wildlife habitat and water quality 
objectives are considered adequate, by the greatest percentages. Judged least 
adequate are the activities for energy. The figures are; 
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Percent saying activities are Number 
Activities related to -"- ' Adequate Inadequate ot comments 

Soil resourcefif*—-^ ^4 36 1,286 

Water qualityr — r 67 33 1,546 - 

Water supply and conservation* 56 . 44 ^ 574 

Fish and wildlife habitat-™* 68 32 842 

Upstream flood damages 45 55 575 

Energy conservation-;-*-* 42 58 t*520 

Related natural resources 59 . 42 _ 572 ^ 

Activities in general 79 v 21 ' " ISO 

' 1/ Total exceeds 100 percent because ot rounding. 



SoLl Resource Activities 



>Li Keg 
rosioa 



Erosioa^'control aeasures . — Conservation tillage *is ^favored in more tha^ 600 
coiuikentsy mostly from the Hidwest. Respondents suggest tax incentives > 
direct compensation to farmers^ subsidies for equi^iment purchase^ and co&t 
sharing, to encourage use of conservation tillage. .However, 5 individuals say 
t1iat cc^^ervation tillage does not work well on all soils. A few observe 
that no-till reduces yield more than ordinary conservatioll^tillage* ' 



ERLC 



Stripcropping and shelterbelts are favored by 77 respondents » including 8 
representatives of environmental organizations » who point out their environ** 
mental, economic, and energy benefits. F^ve respond that stripcropping 
creates a double cost* Others feel th^t the landowner should be compensated 
for using stripcropping* 

a 

Hore than 170 comments, almost all from the Midwest and South, suggest ter- 
racing for reducing erosion; 56 state that large equipment destroys terraces* 
Fifty-two call for less dependence on terraces and other technology, , 

Only W comments say* that T values are too high. Inaccuraqr or inconsistency 
of T value determination and use of the Universal Soil Loss Equation (ySLE) 
is cited in 2S2 conKBents (471 signatures). Hore than IQO coq^ents, mostly 
from the Midwest, state ^hat T values are realifstic. Maintaining permanent 
vegetative cover is cited as an example of best land use, but a few otuer 
responses say cost sharing should be eliminated for vegetative cfover. ^ 

About 50 comments favor increased emphasis on the maintenance of present 
conservation systems. Maintaining the present level of conservation assis-^ 
tance is iavored in 16 comments. Fourteen say that farmers caiinot afford to 
maintain pre&enC conservation systems. Thirty-^one comments say that mainte* 
nance should be enforced if land changes hands* The importance of planning 
for maintenance is mentioned in nine comments. ^ 

'Nationally uniform standards for consen'ation maintenance are opposaed by^l3 
respondents^ ^Education is seen as a soluti^u by 15 respondents. Ifine say 
that conservation practices are too expensive to maintain. Although 52 call 
for subs*idies for maintenance of conservation systems, another 52 say that 
maintenance should he at the land user's expense. Farmers do a great job of 
maintaining conservation systems^ say 124 comments. 
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Data collection , — A number of cowDents question the data used in the RCA' 
documents or the methods of collecting these data* Four suggest that forest 
acreage^ data should he obtaine^l from forestry agencies* Fifty-four comments 
,say the public heeds to understand* how the data were cdllected^ and about 
1^500 Say data aire erroneous or are insufficient to make decisions* Data 
linking nonpoint pollution to agriculture are questioned by 164 respondents, 
mostly* in personal letters*^ Two comments suggest separating pastureland and 
rangeland ^^ta because codl»*ining rangel^nd aod P^a^ture^land data assumptions 
is inaccurate and misleading. ^ i 

Hore emphasis on problem identification and data collection is favored in 20 
comments » 'and less emphasis ,is; suggested in 2 comments. The need for* soil ^ 
surveys to define problems is pited in 153 commentSy. More than 25Q comments 
mention that saline seeps and road' salt runoff 'are major conservation prob^ 
lems^ three*fourths of these comments are from the Midwest, 

^ ' 
Other practices , "'RespoMent^ also comment joh a few practices .relating to 
soil resources that are not listed as RCA aptivities. These incl^de^ 

/ * % ■ y 

Kumber of * 
c omments 

Apply lime t'> woodlots because of acid*rain*- '25 
Prevent conversion tO^ steep woQded slopes to 

cr9pland ^ ^ 131 

Stop 'Harv^^ting ^timber for f irewood----*--*-^-* 53 ^ 

Require'^egune planting 2 out of 3 years ,13 

Plant trees for erosion control, energy, 

beauty, or pollution abatement ' 98 

^ Improve. methods of weed and brush control-*-- 265 ^ 

Witer Quality. Activities ''^ 

— — ^ , 

Toxics and nutrients , "Concern ^bout the safety of ' pestii^ides and^ herbicides 
is mentioned in 590 comments calling for voluntary or mandatory restrictions 
on their 'use* Of 'these, 71 percent are from individuals; 20 percent from Vie 
federal government; 5 percent, state government; 14 percent', local go^ern*- 
ment; and 4 percent, environmental groups, Kineteen others specifically 
suggest encouraging integrated pest cont'^ol^ Biological and cultural 'p^t 
control methods are costly and rarely successful, note three responses* , 
Anothei^'respondent is concerned about the pollution of ground water through 
spring runoff if sewage sludge is applied when the groua<^ is frozen* \ 

\ 

Use of chemical fertilizers is seen as necessary for production in 244 com^ 
ments, more than half of which are from the Midwest* Kinety-five ccxmnents ^ 
say that USDA should discourage fall plowing and teach farmers how to use 
fertilizers; two-thirds of these are from the Midwest. Forty-six comments , 
suggest making fertilizer from raw sewage^ 

iOf those sampled in the Hafris survey, 61 percent felt strongly 
that the country should be moving in the direction of emphasizing 
and improving the natural productivity of the soil* Twenty-siX 
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percent felt the country should be moving in the direction of 
emphasizing ttie use of more and better chemical fertilizers and 

farm technology.] ' 

* * * 

Sediment' and dissolved'solids . — Reducing sediment by conttolling erosion is 
identified as' an important concern in 2^096 tonuaents. Many respondents 
suggest reducing erosion by a variety of methods- These methods include 
limiting the time lan^-^lr^'^rey avoiding cropping of erodible soils» levying 
fines on landownerS^or excessive erosion, encouraging small farms » permanently 
see<^ing marginal lands » terracing', stopp;ilig loggiiig operations at high elava'- 
tions^^antinl^^rees along hi'gbways, and improving forest management. Road 
salx runoffs int6 'Streams is mentioned as ^ major conservation problem in a 
few comments. Of^ the comments concerning sediment^and salinity^ 39 percent 
are from the South, 32 percent from the Midwest, 20 percent from the Northeast, 
and 9 percent from the West. > ^ ^ 

Some respondents identify other causes for erosion and water quality degiA-- 
dation. An environmental giToup in Pennsylvania points out that in^ their ^ 
area, strip min&ng, gas and oil well drilling, and logging create mapy resource 
problem^, including toxic pollutants in surface waters and severe erosion and 
sedimentation. Another respondent writes that draiifage of agricultural lands 
reduces water pollution by helping to retain phosphorus and potassium on the 
land and by -reducing erosion and sedimentation. 

ts management . '-'-Concern about proper waste disposal-is expressed in 259 
comoi^i^ts, half of whxjch are from the Northeast.- Of these comments, 71 per- 
cent are from individuals, 14 , percent from local units ,ojC government; 7 
percent ftom the federal government, and 4 percent from^ ei^vironmental ^jroups. 
Some comments suggest specific solutions, such as encouraging use of waterless . 
toilets in areas where soil is unsuitable for septic ^tanks and outlawiiig tlse 
of dry wells for sewage disposal. \ 

Water Supply aiid Conservation Activities 

Ground water supply . '-'-Concern over depletion of ground water is expressed in 
349 comoents. Another 81 &ay that water\shortag& will be a serious' problem 
in the future. A Kansas farmer writes, "Our largest deterrent to good iong- 
raiige conservation practices is the increasing, use of underground water ^ 
supplies, especially by sprinkler systems oh marginal land." Another respondent 
is conceded thfft aquifer and water table ccHoposition can be drastically 
changed and may never be, replenished if ' ceuter'-pivot irrigation is used on a 
majority of the Existing cropland. Ground water supplies can be stabilized 
by modifying permit systems and water rights law^, suggests one, respondent. 
Otl>ers call for improving sources of surface irrigation water to reduce^ ' 
dependence on ground water.. . * ' ' 

Comments from 38 respondents say that the high cost x)f water will reduce 
demand for water. About 230 comments say that to expand and conserve our 
water supply, we should drill well& rather than build reservoirs, build water 
recycling plants and desalination systems^^ use rivers as a water source, 

plant grass strips, and dredge old ponds instead of blading new ones- Use 

^ * ^ i 

\ ■ ^ ■ 
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of waste water is mentioned in several conments^ iucluding a suggestion froip 
a federral agency that i^cigators be furnished technical assistance on the use 
of domestic aad industrial waste water, TKe agency cites the potential for 
reducing use of chemical fertilizers, rechirging ground water» and using the 
nitrogen and phPsphorus in wastewater as fertilizer, 

[Future availability of water is a concern to those sampled .in the 
flarris survey. About 50 percent said that a shortage of water for 
hpmes, farms, businesses, and industry is very likely or soiDewhat 
likely in the next 10 years, and about 46 percent said it is somewhat 
unlikely or very unlikely. When asied to distribute $100 among six 
resource areas^ those sampled in the Harris survey allocated $17,10 
fo increasing the availability of vater> ranking it third among the 
six. resource, concerns.] 

Irrigation . -'-^Irrigation water managemert elicits both positive and negative 
responses. A total of 380 comments, tuo^thirds of them from the South, say 
that us^'ng w^ter for irrigation is mora important ^than using water for wild-* 
life. 'j.>'enty-seven comments recommend more storage projects for irrigation. 

Ninety-tlaree responses suggest that irrigation systems should eliminate 
tailw,at,er and not affect live streams, that a low-*pressure center pivot 
system can reduce water and energy u;e, dnd that rising efiergy costs will 
force f,iniiers back to gravity irrigation systems, wljich will increase ero- 
sion, Pwenty-one coninents (138 signatures) say that increased maintenance of 
irtigiition systems is needed* Reduction in the use of irrigation is favored 
in 56 of tt(e comiaents that identify irrigation as a contributor to environmental 
degradation* Sixte^ favor limiting the amount of irrigated land th;it can be 
owned by one family, but 19 say to increase allowable irrigated acreage* 

IFuture availability of irrig;ition water is a concern to the general' 
public as well. Of those sampled in the Harris suirvey^ 52 percent 
' said t-,hat a shortage of irrigation water is very likely or somewhat 
likely in the next ]0,years» while 41 percent said such' a shortage 
is somewhat unlikely' or very unlikely*] * r 

Pl mt materials research . -"Fifty- nine comments mention strengthening plant ^ 
materials centers and other res/ rch to develop (irqught*resistant , stress-*^ 
L-esistant crop varieties and vegetative cover. 



Otliar suggestions . --Activities not included in the RCA program were also 
suggested » including: 

' ^ Number of 

comments 

Provide financial help fo: use of rainwater 

in homes or businesses-- — ^^-^^--^ 7 

Convert cropland to forest it) wat^r-short 

areas-- — — — — - 18 

Use saved water to increase streaa^flow and 
■develop farmland^ K — 5^ 

Improve brush management to meet increased 
demand ^or water ^ ^ 



6-10 



ERJC • 106 



Fish .and Wildlife Habitat Activities , 

Wetlands . — The definition of wetland^ is questioned in 258 coaments. Of 
these, 62 percent are from individuals , 29 percent froB state and local 
govercsents, 17 percent from 'the federal govemneiit, and 7 percent from 
agricultural and farm organizations. App^roJsimately 500 coments call for 
better inventory of wetlands*. In 287 comnents, respondents favor practic<(^ 
that, serve fish and wildlife resources. 

On the preservation of wetlands, 76 respondents call for establishing special 
preservation districts, stopping conversion of wetlands adjacent to navigable 
waters, and stopping conversion of tidal wetlands. Six suggest that wetlands 
can be formed at the expense of open water* Another 22 call for reestab- 
lishing wetlands already lost. Forty-four resp<indents favor public ownership 
for wetlands/* * ^ 

Another 793 comnents favo^f* draining wetlands for cropland and suggest removing 
re$trictions that prevent^ providing assistance for draining wetl^md types 1 
and 2* f^ixty percent of the comments that favor retaining wetlands are from 
the Midwest* Support for draining wetlands is strongest in the South, where 
63 perQe^t of the comments favoring, wetland drainage originate* Of the 
responses that favor draining wetlands, 6^ percent are from individuals, 22 
percent are frob local government, 8 percent are from the federal government, 
and 2 percent each are from farm organizations and state governments* Other 
i^sponses are' from environmental groups, commodit]^ ^oups, and one industrial 
group* dne comment recomownds establishing interagency work groups to consult 
on wet lands -related policies and programs, 

Support'^^r draining wetlands is expressed in ^ variety of comments, such as: 

**If a farmer can bring wetlands into productiob without affecting sur* 
rounding wetlands he should be allowed to do so." 

**Regulate wetland conversion-*not all conversion is bad*** 

"Regulations {on wetland drainage] must be practical,** 

*'I do not agree with stopping wetlands from going to agricultural uses, 
, Someone needs to look at the projected food demand in the next 20 years 
and put their priorities in the right place* * I like wildlife but *not to 
the point that I must go hungry to enjoy it." 

"I favor drainage of wetlands. A farmer is in the business of producing* 

Not everyone however, sees a conflict between wetlands and production* One 
conservation district in Texas writes: **Hajor wetlands should be preserved 
as they are essential and product^ive lands. The production of fish, craw* 
fish, and shrio^ should be developed to a fuller extent. Ibis would conserve 
soil and water resources while producing nutritious, inexpensive food.** 
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Other measures > "'Support for a^ivities and solutions ^o wildlife habitat 
problems axe offered in more.'xhan 850 comments. These include: plant wi«04~ 
breaks for habitat~''186 comments; develop wildlife ;areas — AA; reiipburse 
landowners for preserving, wildlife — 56; provide technical' assistance for 
3treainbelt corridors; prevent dam construction that destroys babitat^-'lAS ; 
stop^ clearcutting forests— 99; tax hunters — 57i sow switchgrass — 9; protect 
streams from livestock and clearing-'-A?; encourage conservation practices , 
that benefit wildlife in general'-192; prevent cruelty tOsanimals — 25. 

One farm organization objects to the statement that habitat <luality is higher 
in ungrazed forests than in graced forests- Another respondent points out 
that drainage of agricultural 'lands benefits wildlife habitat* 

In 333 comments » half of them from local xinits of government, respondents 
express opposition to efforts to preserve habitat. The comments say that 
USDA should concentrate on agriculture, not wildlife, and 89^^ say that the 
federal government should tajce no more land for wildlife habitat. In 122 
•coouDents, respondents call for better communication between wildlife interests 
and agricultural interests. Fencing oat wildlife to ensure enough forage for 
livestock is expensive, notes on^ response- 

(The public as a whole gives moderate -support to the preservation of wild** 
li^e habitat in general. The Harris survey did not specifically address 
wetland retention- Of those saEDpled, 61 percent said that they benefited 
a fair amount to a great deal from the federx^l government's efforts to 
protect fish and wildlife habitat, 23 percent saiiJ'tbat they benefited 
just some, and 13 percent said they benefited hardly at all, VOien asked to 
distribute $100 among areas of natural resource concerns, those sampled 
allocated $13,30 to fish and wildlife habitat, ranking it fifth among the 
six resource sconcerns ^ ] i 

Flood Damage Control Activities 

Structural measures to control runoff from large storms and prevent flooding > 
especially in urban areas> are favored in 757 comments. These comments 
mention building more dams and levees for flood control. Nonstructural 
measures such as regulation and flood insurance ^re suggested in A25 comments, 
aEtd 32 others (including 5 from environmental groups) say that structural 
measures compound ecological problems. Half of those supportifig nonstructural 
measures are individuals; 17 percent represent the federal government; 15 ^ 
percent, local government; 9 percent, environmental groups; and 6 percent> 
statL' governraents * Half of the comments are on structured response forms « 
and one*"third are in personal letters* 

Be^ucing flood damages is given high priority in 166 coimnents> medium prior- 
ity in ,30 comments, and, low priority ih A9 'comments * 

[Those sampled in the Harris survey expressed support for reducing 
flcod damages'^by nonstructural measures. Of those sampled^ 61 ^ - 
percent said they thought the federal gov^'rnment should discourage 
building in flocd-*prone areas. Only 15 percent said that this is 
* not ^ proper *fui\ction of government- 
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In another qiJfcstion, 21 percenu saUd that they had benefited a 
great deal from the efforts of the federal government in helping to 
minimize flood damage in i^^ral areas, 30 percent said they bene* 
fited a fair amount, and 22 percent just some. Twenty-Wo percent 
said that they haMhardly benefited at all, and A percent were not 
sure. When asked allocate $100 among six areas of natural 
resource concerns, Whose surveyed allocated $12.70 to reducing 
flood damages. This is slightly less than was allocated to anv of 
tli# othe'^r' resource concerns.] 



Energy Conservation and Production Activities 

Shel£erbel ts . --<rS^vent?y' seven responses favor encouraging establishmentCof 
shelterbelts and making destruction of shelterbelts Illegal-; * 

Biomass^ methane^ and al<:ohol . --Forty-five responses suggest' using forest 
biomass for energy .production, but 68 express disapproval of or reservations 
about using crop residues for this purpose* Although 378 commeats favor 
agricultural production of alcohol or ga^phoL, three commodity groups s^y^ the 
production of methane from maaui^e or of alcohol from grain for^use in gasohol 
is impractical. Comments favorii^g gasohol or alcohol production were received 
on structured forms (52 percent) and in personal letters and non^ructured 
forms (42 percent). Sixty-eight percent are from individuals, and 28 percent 
are from various levels o^ govemment. If energy resources are found, one 
individual says,* fish and wildlife resources should be relocated so that the 
energy resources can be used* 

Research needs and n^ewer energy fonns . — On generally r^ated energy topics, 
268 coinsents say that studieson energy-saving conservation methods are 
needed. These are from a varTety-ofsources , including individuals; local, 
state, and federal government; and environmental,, civic, and farm organi- 
zations. Personal lettejrs and nonstructured lotmSyB^count for 37 percent of 
these; petitions and form letters, for 37 percent; atSd>^5tructured forms, for 
26 percent. The difficulty of decreasing energy pse while^Hof reasing food 
and f^ber production is pointed out in 79 comments. More than 45<X conioents 
ment^n use of solar, wind, hydroelectric, geothermal, nuclf*ar, and biological 
energy; marsh gas; synthetic fuels; energy soucCe diversification; methan^^ ^ 
eth^nol; hydrogen; dried sewage; and waste heat. But one environmental group " 
sayff; "Even widely-touted gasohol is impractical u^ll^i], the demands for 
nonrV^itwable fossil fuel, ^oth to produce the cereal grains anp pu^h the 
fermentation and distillation, are reduced drastically." [ 

^ 



Kelated Resource 



rities 



Organic fertilizer . --yse o^ organic fertilizer is favored in 292 comments, 
some of which suggest eliiflinating fertilizer requirements from cost sharing 
programs. Another 95 suggest .leaving '>rganic residue on fields o^r the 
winter. Proponents of using organic fertilizer include individuals\-70 
[Sercent; local government— 13 jJercent; federal government— 7 percent>x^viron- 
mental groups— 4 percent; state governments— r3 percent; aad civic, farm> 
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agricultural, industrial, wd other groups*-3 percent. Fifty-seven percent 
of these conMnents are on structured response forms, and 42 percent are in 
personal'^lectfrs or nonstructured forms. 

Technology transfer * — More than 70 comments call for increased emphasis on ^ 
technology transfer, and 17 of these specifically mention education as a 
means of technology transfer* Others call ^or increasing funds to conser* 
vation districts for technology transfer and improving training of field 
(^personnel* Mine favor maintaining the present level of technology transfer* 
Eight respondents say t^t the responsibility for technology transfer rests 
vi^h all levels of government, 3 say that it rests with federal and state 
governments together; 1, with state and local governments together; 2, with 
local government alone; 1, with state government alone; and 3> with the 
federal government -alone* Negative responses to technology transfer include: 
concern or alarm*-'2; inadequate-^-S; disagreement— 1; and unnecessary--!* 

Waste management systems * — Fifty respondents mention waste management systems 
as a method of reducing water pollution* Municipal sewage used as fertilizer 
should be continuously monitored to detect toxics and heavy metals, according 
to 39 comments* State regulations to control sediment are favored in 293 
comments* Another 21 comoients suggest ways of reducing sediment* Recycling 
solid waste, plastic, metal, radioactive waste, wood, paper, and waste wster 
is favored ia 143 comments from a variety of sources* 

Other Resource ActiY^TH^s 

A number of comments call for programs or practices tk^t are not listed as 
activities in the RCA documents* 

Drainage of yet soils *"'Drainage needs are mentioned in 1,536 comments, s^me 
of which call for improved forest management or iiqiroved management of 
existing dams* Individuals submitted 66 percent of these comments, and units 
of local government sent 20 percent. The degree of drainage affects the 
extent to which public and private progran)^ are carried out, note 59 



Other practices, programs^ and policies . —^Hany comments call for establish- 
ment of new programs or policies* These include: 

Number of 
comments 

Efttablish a program to reduce nonpoint 



pollution-- — — — - — — — 156 
R^itain prime farmland, but also assist those 

who a^re farming nonprime land 91 

Eiicoura)^e mine^-ifeclamation to farmland 

rather than to original contour--- — — — 56 

Esitiiblish state technical libraries 28 

S^udy conservation solutions in father — i 

countries 15 

Encourage urban forestry- — 2 
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Establish a prograo to control insects such 

as blacky fliesy mosquitoes^ gnats» fire ' ^ 

ants; and pine bark beetles; birds such - j 
as blackbirds^ wild geese» and swans; / 
animals such as nutria^ deer» coyotes » / 
muskratSy beavers » and gophers; and / 
plants such as kudzu — - - 117 

Concern about loss of prime farmland is cited in 661 comnents^ and 6A 
ccMontents (322 signatures) say that nonprim^ land should also be protected, 

A number of coooments sugg^est specif ic , practices : use of rlprap--X66 comments; 
use of prairie plants » oxidation ponds » ,and drill planting in narrow rows — 12 
comments; and widening old roads instead of buying new rights of way«59 
comments. Practices should have an assigned life span» note 88 comments. 
One ccM^ment opposes interbasin transfer of water. Another^ from a federal 
agency^ expresses reservations on combining crawfish and rice production. 

A citizen from Lincoln^ Nebraska^ calls attention to the failure of RCA to 
address activities related to cultural values such^as historical and scenic 
resources. Because living ,standards will not rise as quickly in terms\of 
material goods in the future^ he says» people will demand that such "intangi- 
bles** as scenic resources and other' **quality" goodi^ and resources be available. 

Channel i zat i on . - -Although channelization' was not lis^d as an activity to 
accoiqillsh an objective^ 2$1 comments bearing 6A0 siifAartur^sf^xpt^ss opinions 
on this practice. Of these» 136 comments bearing 52& signatures favor permitting 
channelization to protect land where is this economically feasible and 85 _ 
comments oppose channelization. Ten connents point oat that the Fish and ^^^^ 
Wildlife Service and the Delaware Fish and Wildlife Service use channeliza- 
tion. Responses on channelization come from the following sources: 

Favor ^ Oppose 
Respondent type J channelization channelization 

Academic --^^^x^- — 3 

Agribusiness*^ — ---"^ ,- 1 

Civic/ social— — 3 

Environmental 1 12 

Farm organizations-- — - 1 3 

Federal government-- 10 7 

Indivlt'uals^ 101 32 

LcraL govetnment- — 21 16 

State gpv^rnment 2 7 

Other— Cf- 1 

Total - 136 85 



Implementing Conservation Activities ^ 

Cost sharing , — Many responses deal with cost sharing to accomplish specific 
activities. Of these, 5,551 comments (9,007 signatures) suggest providing or 
increasing cost sharing. Of these, A5 percent come from the South, 30 per- 
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cent from the Midwest^ 16 percent from the Northeast » and 9 percent from 
|e West. Personal ' letters account for 39 percent of these suggestions^ 
31 percent are from structured response fonns» and 15^ percent are petitions. 
Individuals provide 76 percent of these comments » and units of government * 
provide 20 percent » as follows: federal*'^? percent, state--'2 percent, and 
local-''*!! percent. Cost sharing is suggested for drainage, lime, land lev 
eling, underground irrigation systems, no^^till, tile^ fencing, water in^ound^ 
ment reservoirs, seeding steep slopes and critical areas, long^^term vegeta** 
tive cover, erosion control, maintaining timber stands, wildlife habitat, 
^hemical fallow, animal waste disposal, pollution control, fertilizer, 
gorncribs, crop drying structures, removal of thornapple trees, seeding of 
mar^^in^l land, crop damage from wildlife, maintenance of grass, road repair, 
conversion of seasonally flabded cropland to grass or forest, pasture 
Clearing, loss of land due to wetland classi^icati^on, livestock watering 
facilities, waterways, setaside acre^, class VI and vfl land, ^ and other 
'permanent practices. 

Respondents make '231 comments 'calling for elimination of cost sharing for 
some yor all purposes and 44 suggesting that co/t sharing be limited tb^SO 
percent, "fiore than 200 coomients, half of whLpn are from the Hidwest, say 
that cost, sharing programs are discriminatory; of these, individuals account 
for 82 percent and local governments for !0 percent. \ 

Funding . — Of the comments relating to **who pays for conservation ac- 
tivities a higii proportion says that the federal governmefLt^snould pay 
50 percent or more of the cost of conserV'ation practices, that Jlandusers 
should pay the next ^argest share, and that state and local Ko^ernments 
should pay tlie'^t^^st . Table 6*! shows "how many comments favor each 
option. 

Comments about the federal government's share most frequently say that 
this share should be more than 50 pef€ cnt of tho -co st o f_conservatioo. 
Comments about the share to be borne by state or local government or by 
individual landusers, on the other hand, most fre()uently'say that this- share 
should be less than 50 percent. 

[The Karris survey shows that by more than 5 to ! the public feels 
that it is proper for the federal government to grant money to 
farmers and other landowners so that they can protect their soil 
and water (78 percent to 14 percent), (Seventy-two percent of 
* the responses to the RCA drafts that address the issue say that 
this IS a proper role for local, state, or federal goveri^ent.) 
The Harris survey also shows that only 4 percent of the public 
thinks that requiring farmers to pay the entire cost of conservation 
practices is the best apwoach to a national soil a^ water censer* 
vation program. (Almost ^4 percent of the respondents to the RCA 
drafts who address the issue seem to share this position. See 
table 6-U)l / 
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^ Table 6-1. — Who should pay for conservation activities? 



Bederal goVfemment--------- 

Atate govenunent 

Local govemment------------ 

Landuser ^ 



gayer 



Less than 




Hor^ than 




50 percent 


,50 percent 


50 percent 


Total 










304 


314 


951 


1,569 


-- 426 


68 


59 ' 


553 


- 271 


32. 


43 


- 346 


■- 505 


309 


132 - 


946 



Technical assistance , "^-The need for more technical assistance for activities 
in all resource areas is mentioned in 5^186 comments (18>232 signatures)^ 
more than any other comment dealing with activities. Hore than half of these 
come from ^he South. Individuals s^ibmitted 75 percent of these commeiits> 
local government 12 percent, and the federal government 8 percent. These- 
comnents represent the following types of responses: personal-better, 3^ - 
percent; petition, 28 percent; structured response foro, 26 percent; and 
nonstructured response form^ 11 percent. Only 29.con0ents oppose extending 
assistance. Hany of these comments w^r<£ directed to soil resources or to 
soxl and water resources together. 

Y ' ^ 

Poor quality of technical assistance is mentioned in 69 comments. Decreases 
in service and assistance are seen as causing increased soil loss by 12 
respondents,. Shortage jof technical and financial assistance to Indian lands 
^s cited in 6 comments from 'the Hidwest. A need for information on practices 
in speciil areas is identified in 101 comments. Increasing technical ^ssis* 
tance to foreign countries is suggested ty 80 comments. Technical assistance 
in the form of sodelvp^jects and demcrostratVon farms is favored by 189 
comments, mostly from the South. Technical assistance is*' requested by 144 
respondents. -X^e need for economic information as well as technical infor-^ 
nation is expressed in 958 comments from individuals, units of government,- i 
„ academicians, and farm, 'environmental, and commodity organizations. Conser* 
*^vation plans should be the basis of Best Hanagement Practices, according to 
141 comments. jLandownerd^^r^eiving assistance should b^e required/ to carry out^ 
the conservation plan, according to 168 comments. jr 

Research and technology development . -■'More than i^JWO commentv(9,553 signa- 
ttires), two-thirds of them from the South, identify a need for oiore research 
on many subjects, including sediment delivery ratios, crop genetics, new 
plant species, conservation tillage, returns on ^^seirvation practices, 
» sprinkler irrigation systems, shelterbelts, conversion of crops to energy, 
efficient uses of organic wastes, fuel-efficient equipment, insect and disease 
control, energy. use, and soil and wat^r management. Hany of these coments 
are in form letters or petitions that make a general request for research on 
conservation practices but do not name ar particular practice. A member of a 
conservatiod district organization Research committee proposes adding the 
following activities: 
^.---^ Strengthen research on erosion control. 
^o Improve USl£ for western and Delta states, 
o Expan4* research on mechanics of erosion and sediment transport. 
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o Expand research oa irrigatioa^ iacludiag iaflltrdtloa rates» avail* 
able water capacity, erosion potentials » fertilization require- 
ments » and sprinkler irrig^ion systems** * 

o Increase researdi on landPapplicat^ion of sewage sli^dge. 

Jr \ 

ft 

Nearly 3H)00 coiMentSy 97 percent of which are from the South, deal with the 
public's general rating on technology development* These are: 

Number of' Percentage ^ 

Comments of comments 

^ Very high general rating""*— — i,i36 39 * 

High general rating — * 834 28 ^ 

Hedium genferal raiting*-* 526 * 18 * 

Low general rating — — * 221 8 

Very low general .rating * — 212 7 

Total-* - — ^2,929 100 

In another structured form, 187 responses bearing 824 signatures express- 
opinions on the propriety of technolo^ development as a conservation objec* 
tive* These responses are: ^ *' 

Percentage of Percentage of- 
187 responses 824 signatures 

Strongly agree" J—*— , 20 9 

Agree -V™ 62 ^ ^ 

Neutral ^ 10 ^ 12 ^ 

Disagree*--*-***---*-**"* "**-*r*"**"*"''"* 4 

Strongly dfsagree-*^--*-**--**-^* — * — *t- — 2 * 

No opinion*'^ * — — _M . 2 

Total ^— ; — " 100 100 

i . 

^ Less than 0*5 percent* 

In addition, 95 comments » mostly from the South, call for expanding or im*^ 
proving^ technology development and 47» mostly from the West/ say improved 
^technology development is needed to reduce damages to resources* Twenty 
comments call for increased funding for technology development. 

Administ ratten * — A number of general comments say USDA needs to administer 
current ^^tices more effectively^ concentrate on permanent practices^ and 7 
align priorities accftrding to implementation costs* Farmers cannot afford to 
install conseirvatj^on practices » according to 269 comments* 





Summary ^ 

Response to the activities proposed to meet the objectives is resoundingly 
positive^ Many people express enthuai^sm for the Department's efforts to 
encourage land users to conserve soil and water resources by traditional as 
well as innovative practices and polxci^s. / 

Response is qpst favorable for conservation tillage^ drainage activities^ 
erosion control measures » and structural flood control. Least popular ar^- 
wetland retention policies and data collection methods* which ai:e criticized 
by a'-number of respondents. The activities most often mentioned* however* 
^are technical assistance^ agricultural researcb* and erosion control measures. 

. A number of respondents identify practices or suggest policies that are not 
included as activities but' would help to acbi^eve the objectives. Others 
identify areas of conflict between various objectives, ^ 

Respondents say that land users ate conaervation minded and sincerely' want to 
be good land stewards; what they, desire from the Department of Agriculture is 
cooperation and assistance inlcarrying out that dei^re. ^ proper role of 
government* they say* is to help the individual fj^oer diTthxngs he cannot do 
for himself* by providing research* technical as&Btance* and econjomic iftiforma 
tion* and by providing _cost sharing for practiceer that benefit society but 
yield little or no short-term economic returrn. Despite changes in structure 
and land tenure* many do expect their children to inherit the land* and 
others eatress real concern over future .generations even if they do not 
ea^ect their own children to be farmers. The distaste for regulation of 
conservation practices seems to be related, to the idea that farmers and 
government should be a mutually beneficial p'&rtnership. In a partnership*' 
one party does not regulate the other. 

The thrust of the public's reaction to the activities in the RCA documents is 
this: the activities are worthwhile an'd should be carried out* but this can 
only be done if land users and government cooperate in the interest of con* 
servation. A Kentucky farmer puts it this way: ^'Congress cannot effectively 
legislate^^conservation* The only way conservation can be achieved is for the 
government to cooperate with the farmers/' 

..^ . ; •■ 
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Chapter 7 * Proposed Alternative Strategies for ' 
Conserving] Soil and Water Resources h 

This chapter summarizes comments on the seven alternajtlve strategies th^t^he 
Department of Agriculture presenteif' in the RCA draft documents* These strategies 
are outlined in chapter 4» section ,of the. draft Program Report and Environ-^ 
mental Impact Statement and are discussed in part V of the Summaiy. This 
chapter shows the relative acp^ptabili€y of each strategy among those who 
commented on the RCA drafts. The strategies are discussed here in the same . 
order as they appear in the RC^ documents. 



The Scope of the Response ^ 

Nationwide, 765,759 coomients deal with the-alternative strategi^sT Forty 

percent are from the South region, 40 percent frpift'^Ke^idwest, 12 percent 

from tHe West, and 8 percent from the N$)£th€ast* ' Coomients came ift. the follcwing' 

forms: ^ ^---^""^^ * ^ 

Nuinber , Percentage 
form of response * of comments of comiDent:s 

Structured response form 7 703,300 . 92 

Personal letter— r - - 30,658 4 

Nonstriictured response fom 15^,354 2 

Petition— - " ^ 15,572 2 

Public transcript v-# 771 ' . * 

Soil and wate^conservation itistricts* 16ng 

range plans--- — " --^ - 18 ^ ' * 

Other— 86 _± 

Total— ^ - - 765,759 ^ 100 

* less than 0.5 percent* • \ 

Most of Jthose who comment^ on strategies, 68 percent, are individuals, mosjt. 
of whom do not identify themselves by occupation or affiliation. > Nine percent 
represent various organizations and^interest groups related to agriculture* 
Twenty-three percent identify themselves as fanners or rrfnchgrs and mention 
nO other af filiatioii. Tables in this chapter presenting the vrew of farmers 
and ranchers include comments from this 23 percent only. j 

^ IfThe following sections of this chajgter show the distribution of comments^ on 
'eaich strategy,. Each section shows-- 

o r the extent of the interested public* s support for or opposition to^ 
* the strategy, * _ 

o the respondents* perception of each strategy's potent^ial ef fective- 
^ y ness. ^ f 

, > o reasons why the jrespondents lik^'^dr dislike tfiy strategy. 

o a compilation of overall preference, ^ \ 

Tables 7-1 and 7-2 suiranarize all respondents* support for and op]>osition to 
the strategies; tables 7-3 and 7-4 show the breakdown of support and opposi- 
tion among those l^ho iden£ify themselves as farmers or ranchers. Farmers and 
ranchers tend to look less favorably upon all strategies. However, the ^ 
tables show similar patterns of support and opposition. Tables 7-5 and 7-6 
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Table 7^1.-*SuiiiDai:y of support for or opposition to the alternative strategies^ 
with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy 





Strongly 






St'rongly 






support 


Support 


oppose 


oppose 


Total 


Alternative 












strategy 


Ktimber Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


NunOier Percept 





31,919 


48 


2i,745 


?2 


5,593 


8 


8,207 


12 


^, 

67,464 


100' 


Cross ccmpliance-'- 


17,930 


26 


15,652 


23 


18,994 


26 


16,376 


24 


68,952 


100 


Regional projects- 


16,787 


27 


17,974 


29 


10,935 


18 


15,849 


26 


6i,545 


100 


State leadership — 


17,181 
12,420 


27 


15,500 


24 


14,465 


23 


16,577 


26 


63,723 


100 




18 


12,472 


. 19 


23,659 , 


35 


18,784 •' 


28 


67,335 


100 


Bonuses 


29,364 


46 


16,746 


26 


7,507 


hi 


10,225 


16 " 


63,842 


100 




20,517 




14,886 


24 


12,137 


19 


14,940 


24 


62,480 


100 



*h1 

I 



Source: table 7-11. 



\ Alternative 
strategy 



Table^7-2. — Sununary of support for or opposition to the alternative strategies, 
with percentage distribution- by de^jr&e of support or opposition 

Strongly 
oppose 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Number percent HumbeV Percent Kuinber Percent >>Kujnber Percent Number Percent 



sot > 



Total 





31,919 


22 


21,745 


^19 


5,593 


6 


8,207 


8 


67,464 


15 


Cross compJ^cmce — 


17,930 


12 


15,652 


14 


18,994 


20 


16,376 


16 


68,952 . 


15 


Regional projects- 


16,787 


11 


17,974 . 


16 


10,935 


12 


15,849 


' 16 


61,545 


* 13v 


State leadership-*^ 


17,<J'81 


12 


15,500 


13 


14,465 


16 


16,577 


16 


, 63,723 


14 


yJRegulatibn 


12,420 


9 


12,472 


11 


23,659 


25 


16,76^ 


19 


67,335 


15 


29,364 


20 


16,746 


14 


7,507 


8 


10,225 


10 


, 63,842 


14 




20,517 


14 


14,886 . 


13 


12,137 


13 


14,940 


15 


' 62,480 


14 




146, US 


100 

.V 


11^975 


100 


93.290 


100 


100,958 


100 


455,341 


100 J^X 



Source: table 7-11, 



Table 7*3."Suininary of support for ox opposition to the alternative strategies among farmers and ranchers% 

with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy 



Alternative 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



strategy 


Number 

♦ 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent Number, 

» \ 


Percent 




5,965 


• 

43 


4,453 


^ 

32 


1,515 


11*^ 


1,898^ 


14 


13,831 


100 ^ 


Cross compliance" 


2,823 


19 


» 2,530 


17 


5,762 


40 


3,414 


24 


14,529 


100 


Regional projects* 


2,847 


23 


3,176 


26 


3,030 


25 


3,254 


26 


, 12,307 


100 


State leadership" 


3,218 


25 


2,800 


22 


3,646 


29 


3,037 


24. 


. 12,701 


100 - 




2,218 


16 


2,157 


16 o 


6,108 


44 


.3,384 


24 


13,867 


J 00 




5,452 


43 


3,078 


24 


1,980 


16 


2,148 


17 


12,658 


100 




3,837 


31 


2,650 


21 


3,030 


24 


2,933 


24 


12,450 • 


100 



table 7-12, 



Source: 



Table 7-4. "Summary of support for or opposition to the alternative strategies .^mong farmers and ranchers, 

with percentage distribution by degree of support or opposition 



Alternative 
strategy 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ^ Number Perceat Number Percent 
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5,965 


22 


' 4,4^5 


'21 


1,515 


6 


1,898 


' 9 


.13,831 


15 


Cross compliance-- 


2,823 


11 


2,530" 


12 


5,762 


23 


3,414 


17 


14,529 


16 


Regional projects- 


2,847 


11 


3,176 


15 


3,030 


1-2 


3,254 


16 


' 12,307 


13 


State leadership" 


3,218 


12 


2,800 


14 


3,646 


15 


3,037 


15 


12,701 


14 




2,218 - 


8 


2,157 


10 


6,108 


24 


3,384 


17 


13,867 


15 




5^452 


21 


3,078 


15 , 


1,980 


8 


2,148 


11 


12,658 


14 




3,837 


15 


2,650 


13 


3,030 


12 


2,933 


15 


12,450 


13 




2^.360 


100 


20,844 


100 


25^071 


100 


20,068 


100 


92,343 


100 



Source: table 7-12. 
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Table 7-5* — Sumary of , coments* predicting the effectiveness of the alternative strategies, 
with percentage distribution for each alternative st^rategy 



\ 



, Vary high 
effectiveness 



Effective 



Very low or low 
effectiveness 



Alternative 
strategy 



Ineffective 



Total 



Nuiaber Percent Number. Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percenf 





k,7m 


23 


• 10,134 


55 


1,014 


5 


t 

3,109 


17 


18,457 


100 


Cross compliance^- 


2,538 


\U 


8,289 




1,740 


10 


5,372 


30 


17,939 


100 


Regional projects- 


1.850 


11 


9,233 


53 


1,663 




4,644 


27 


17,390 


.100 


State leadership — 


1,797 


10 


7,702 


kk 


2,503 




5,717 


32 


17,719 


100 




• 2,^36 


12 


^ 6,780 


39 


2,419 


14 


6,143 


35 


17,378 


100 




^,886 


27 


9,650 


54 


. . ^84 


4 


2,595 


■ 15 


17,915 


100 " 




3,489 


20 


8,408 


48 


1,403. 




4,275* 


24 


17,575 


100 

























' . Source; table 7-13. 
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Table 7-6. 



— Summary of comments predicting^the effectiveness of alternative strategies 
with percentage distribution by predicted degree of effectiveness 



Alternative 
strategy 



Very high 
effectiveness 



Effective 



Very low or low 
effectiveness 



Ineffective 



Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Total 



aber Percent 



4 o ; 
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^,200 


20 


10,134 


17 


1,014 


9 


3,109 


10 


18,4\7 


15 


Cross 9oi3apl iance*** 


2,538, 


12 


8,289 


■14-. 


1,740 


15 


5,372 


♦ 


17,93\ 


14 • 


Regional projects** 


1,350 


9 


9,233 


15 


1,663 


14 ■ 


4,644 


l3 


17,390\ 


14 


State leadership — 


1,797 


9 


7,702 


13 


2,503 


22 


5,717 


18 


17,719 


14 




2,036 


10 


6,780 


n 


2,419 


21 


6,143 


19 ' 


17,378 


14 




^,886 


23 


9,650 . 


16 


784 


7 


2,595 


8 


17,915 


15 




3,489 


17 


8,408 


14 


1,403 


12 * 


4,275 . 


13 ■ 


17,575 


14 




20,796 


100 


60,196 


too 


11,526 


too 


31,855 


100 ' 


124,373 


100 
























Source: table 7*)3. 
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^Table 7*7* — Summary of cotaments from fanners and ranchers predicting the effectiveness of the 
alternative strategies, with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy 




Very high * 
effectiveness 

Alternative 

strategy Number Percent 



Redirecting* 830 

1 Cross compliance— 357 
Regional projects- / 307 

State leadership-* 329 

Regulation 334 

Bonuses' 921 

Contracts- — ------ 681 



Source: table 7-14, 

t 

^ ' Table 7-8. — Sunmary of comments from farmers and ranchers predicting the effectiveness of the 
alternative strategies, with percentage distribution by predicted degree of effectiveness 



Very high Very low or low 



effectiveness Effective effectiveness Ineffective Total 

ternative 

strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Redirecting- 830 22 1,899 17 243 10 716 9 3,688 15 

Cross compliance— 357 9 1,373 13 432 17 1,426 19 3,588 15 

Regional projects- * 307 8 1,637 15 396 16 1,173 15 3,513 14 

State leadership— 329 9 1,500 14 450 18 1,267 17 3,546 14 

Regulation 33A 9 1 , 144 10 462 19 1 ,486 19 3,426 14 

Bonuses 921 25 1,827 17 185 7 650 8 3,583 l4 

Contracts 681, 18 • 1,546 14 323 13 965 13 3,5l5 14 



^Total— " 3,759 100 10,926 100 2^491 ^^0 7^683 100 24,859 100 



Very low or low 

Effect ive ef f ec t ivenes s Inef f ec t ive To ta 1 

Number Percent Number Percent Nuaiber Percent Number Percent 



23 


1,899 


51 


243 


7 


716 


19 


3,688 


100 


10 


1,373 


38 


432 


12 


1,426 


40 


3,588 


100 


9 


1,637 


47 


396 


11 


1,173 


33 


3,513 


100 


9 


1,500 


42 


450 


13 


1,267 


36 


3,546 


100 


10 


1,144 


33 


462 


14 


1,486 


43. 


3,426 


100 


26 


1,827 


51 


185 


5 


650 


18 


3,583 


100 


19 


1,546 


44 


323 


9 


965 


28 


3,515 


100 



Source: table 7-14* 
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Table 7-9.*-Su9iBary of sui^ort and oK>osition to alternative strategies, by RCA region 



Alternative- 
strategy 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oi^ose 



Total 



Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Redirecting present 

conservation 

programs : \ 

Northeast— V 2,572 

Midwest A- 12,612 

South \- 12,924 

West— 3,775 

Cross compliance: 

Northeast 1,768 

Midwest 7,904 

South 6,186 

West 2,059. 

Regional resource 
project. ai^roach: . - 

Northeast 1,591 

Midwest 7,063 

South- 5,892 

West 2,220 

State leadership: 

Northeast ^,549 

Midwest 8,317 

South 5,055 

West ' 2,235 



47 
47 
48 
47 



32 
29 
23 
24 



32 
28 
25 
20 




1,883 
8,579 
9,158 
2,093 



1,568 
7,989 
6,386 
2,007 



1,348 
7,265 
4,919 
1,943 



34 
32 
34 



32 
32 
27 
27 



26 
28 
20 
25 



f 



431 


8 


636 


U 


5,522 


■100 


' 1,791 


7 


3,622 


14 


26,604 


100 


2.298 


8 


2,761 


10 


27,141 


100 


«<168 


14 


1,065 


13 


8,101 


100 



1,388 


25 


1,103 


20 


1,277 


23 


5,536 


100 


7,088 


25 


6,276 


22 


6,668 




27,936 


100 


5,418 


20 


9,055 


34 


6,286 


23 


26,945 


100 


1,726 


21 


2,528 


30 


2,121 


25 


8,434 


100 



686 


14 


1,106 


22 « 


4,951 


100 


3,566 


14 


6,507 


26 


25,125 


100 


5,268 


22 


6,284 


26 


23,830 
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Table 7-10. — Simn^ry of support and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region 
^ with^ percentage distribution by degree of support or opposition 



rWi>i 



Alternative 
strategy 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



ose 



Strongly 
oppose 



All comments 



Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Northeast region 
Redirecting present^ 



conservation 



00, 





2,572 


20 


1 »883 


19 


A31 


7 


636 


8 


5 ,522 


15 


Cross compliance---- 


1>768 


*4 


1 »388 


lA 


1,103 


. 18 '• 


1,277 


16 


5,536 


15 


Regional resource 






















project approach 


1>591 


13 


1 »568 


16 


' 686 


11 


1, 106 


14 


A, 951 


13 


btate leadership 


1,549« 


12 


1 ,348 


13 


915 


15 


1 On/ 

1 ,324 


16 


3 ,136 


14 


Regulatory emphasis- 


1 ,,r86 


9 


1 ,156 


11 


1,51A 


25 


1,6A:) 


V- 


5,501 


15 


Conse]rvation per*. 






















fomance bonus-r^— - 


19 


1,A81 


15 


509 


^ 9 


79A 


1^ 


5,179 


14 


Natural resource 
























1»621 


13 


1 ,163 


12 


925 


15 


1,2A6 , 


A-. 


^955 


44 


Total 


12,682 


100 


9,987 


100 


6,083 


100^ 




100 


36,780 


100 * 


Hidwest reg>dfi; 
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Redirecting present 










Hi* 












conservation 








17 
















12,612 


20 


8,5'79 


1,791 


• 6 


3,622 


9 


26, 60 A 


15 


Cross compliance---- 


7,904 


13# 


7,088 


1^ 


6-, 276 


21 


6,668 


16 


27,936 


15 


Regional resource 








n6 














project approach- — 


7,063. 


ii 


7,989 


3,566 


fi 12 


6,507 


16 


25 .125 


lA 


State leade^ship---- 


8,317 


13 


7,265 


lA 


A, 353 


15 


5,97A 


15 


25,909 


lA 


Regula^ory emphasis? 


5,837 


9 


. 5,830 


12 


7,06A 


2A 


7,753 


19 




lA 


Conservation per- J 
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formance bonus---y- 


12,729 


20 


7,016 


lA* 


2,A6l 


9 


/.,00A 


10 


26,210 





Natural resource^ 
contracts--- 

Total 



8,871 lA 



6,612 



13 



3,709 



13 



6,159 



^5 



63,333 100 



25,351 



lA 



50,379 100 29,220 100 AO, 687 100 183,619 100 
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Table 7-10*- 
with 



Suattary of sufiport for and oppositioa to alternative 8tratej|(ift8 , by RCA 
percentage distributioa by degree of support or opposition-^Contintied ^ 

■ -a 



regioa 



Altelcnative 
strategy 



Stroagly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



All coDOents 



Number Percent Number Percent Number Perc%at Number Percent Number Perceat 



South regioa: 
Redirecting preseat 
coaselrvation 

programs 12,924 25 

Cross compliaace--^-^-^ 6,186 12 

ReffioDal resource' 
project approach — 5,892 11 
* State leadership— 5,055 10 

Regulatory emphasis- 3,914 7 

Conservation per- 
formance bonus 10,695 21 

Natural resource 
contracts 7 , 498 14 

Total 52,164 lOO" 

* 

West region ; 
Redirecting present 
coQservati|p 

programs 3,775 21 

Cross compliance 2,059 12 

Regional resource 

project approach 2,220 12 

State leadersl^ip 2,235 13 

Regulatory emphasis- . 1,473 8 
Conservation per- 
formance bonus 3,508 20 

Natural resource 
contracts 2,501 14 

Total 17,771 lOO" 

Source: tables 7-23 through 7-50-. * 



9,158 
5,418 

6,386 
4,919 
4,060 

6,166 

5,265 



22 
13 

15 
12 
10 

. 15 
13" 



?.298 
9,055 

5,268 
7,580 

3,529 
5,997 



5 
20 

11' 
17 
26 

8 



2,761 
6,286 

6,284 
7,333 
6,933 

4,093 

5,641 



16, 

16 
19 

•% 10 
14 



27,141 
26,945 

23,830 
24,887 
27,018 

24,483 

24,401 



41,372 100 



2,093 
1,726 

2,007 
1,343 
1,403 

2,048 

1,822 



16 
13 

If . 

15 

11 

16' 

14 



45,ft38 



1,168 
2,528 

1,394 
1,599 
2,924 

994 

1,484 



100 



39,331 • 100 178,705 



IC 
21 

12 

24 

8 

12 



4*1,065 
2,121 

1,935 
1,921 
' 2,434 

1,323 ^ 

1,875 



9 
17 

15 
15 
19 

10 

15 



8,101 
8,434. 

7,556 
7,698 
8,23^ 

7,873 

'7,682 



13,042 100 



12,091 100 



12,674 100 



15 
15 

13 
14 
15 

14 

14 



100 



14 
15 

14 
14 
15 

14 
14 



55,578 100 



132 




siupnarize bow effective all respondents predict the. strategies would be; 
tables 7-7 and 7*8 show how effective those who Identify themselves^as 
farmers and ranchers predict the strategies would be. Again, farmers and - 
ranchers are less enthusiastic than other respondents. Although famers and 
ranchers rated each strategy less effective thad did other respondents » the 
ranking of all strategies* effectiveness is simi).ar. Tables 7-9 and 7*10 
show regional breakdowns of all respondents* support and opposition. ) 

'Table 7**!! sunmarizes all coonents that express support or opposition without 
elaboration; table 7-12 su«naia[izes all such coonents froa farmers and 
ranchers* Table 7*13 sunnarizev all cosnents that express opinions on tbe 
strategies* effectiveness; table 7~14 summarizes all such ^Mients from 
farmers and ranchers* Table ^/-IS arrays the strategies by xstings assigned 
by all respondents; table 7^16 show^ how farmers and ranchers rate the ^ 
strategies* ^The per^ntages shown in each of these tables represent a frac* ^ 
tion of all conments on each individual strategy. Tables 7-17 through 7-22 
are derived from these tables* They rank the strategies by numbev of conments. 
These fables and aril other tables referred to in the rest of this Chapter 
appear in a block of tables,, beginning on page 7-27. 
* 

Redirecting Present Conservation Programs 

Under this strategy, USDA would continue its existing programs under present 
authorities but with adjustaients* It would eokphasize coordination and inte- 
graMon of program planning and evaluation* In the adjusted programs, USDA 
would redirect 'funds. and personnel to accomplish national conservation objec- 
tives, establish priorities, and make conmon ^orkload^ analyses. Eligibility 
for assistance in this redirected program would be ba&ed on the expecte<f' 
effect such assistance would have on meeting national objectives* Coopera- 
tion would continue to be voluntary* The present roles of state and local 
governments and their responsibilities for providing supplemental funds and 

personnel would continue* 

* ^ 

A total of 114,618 comments be»ing 185,368 signatures address^ redirecting 
present conservation programs* About 93 percent of all comments on this 
strategy are shown in tables 7*11, 7-13, and 7-15* As the tables show, about 
8C percent support the strategy and 20 percent oppose it. About 78 percent 
think it would be effective, and 22 percent do/aot. About' 22 percent rank 
this strategy first amonglthe others. About 7lperceht rank it last. Among 
all strategies, redirecting present conservatiob programs is the most pre- 
fer*|*d* 

Tbe remaining 7 percent of counents on redirecting present programs give 
reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy jor recommend 
other ways of carrying out the strategy* Many respondents like this strategy 
p£l£^rily because it is voluntary, and they express a need for continued 
voluntary participation. Other respondents who support the strategy request 
that it be carried out/ through the existing conservation agencies* These 
respondents feel that national objectives could be met with the existing 
program delivery system* 
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Kespondentt nAxo are not in favor of redirecting present conservation programs 
fear that thit strategy would tend to divert cont'rdl of conservation policy 
away from the state and local levels* They are particularly conceioed with 
MintaiLing/local control. 

A few coMents favor combining this ^trategy with others, as follows: with 
performance bonuses (54 comments), natural resource contracts (12 cowents), 
cross compliance (11 comwnts), and the regional resource project approach 
(10 comments)* Respondents very oft^ recosmend increased program funding 
and increased cost sharing payments* ^ 

All regions favor redij^ting present conservation programs* However, 

respondents from the West are not as strongly in favor of the strategy as are 

respondents from the other regions* Only 72 percent of the comments from the 

West are favorable, while 80 percent of the comments from the other regions 

are favorable* - ^ ^ 

* 

Among farmers ^and ranchers, support for this stategy is strong but aot quite 
at strpng as si^port frc» all respondents* About 75 percent of the coamnents 
on this strategy from farmers and ranchers support redirecting present conser* 
vation programs, compared to about HO percent of comments from all respondents, 
and about 74 percent of the comments from farmers and ranchers say it would 
be effective, whereas 78 percent of comments from all respondents say so* 
Farmers and ranchers agree with all respondents in rankiDg this strategy as 
their most preferred. * 

* 

Sixty-seven percent of the coamients from environmental organizations and 70 
percent of the comments from individuals are favorable* Responses from 
federal government agencies contain the highest percentage of f4vorable 
conents, 86 percent. 

"i^ {The Karris survey did not directly addiress redirecting present 
programs * ) 

Tables 7*23 through 7*26 show all c<HMiients that indicate support for or 
opposition to. the strategy, by R^A regi^^ and type of respondent. ^ 



4 



Cross Compliance 



Undftr this strategy, fanAers would be required to apply cxi^ain conservation 
measures in accordance with USDA standards in order to qualify for such 
benefits as commodity price support programs, low^interest loans, cost sharing 
programs, or crop insurance. Cross compliance provisions could be incorporated 
into a number of the existing USDA programs* The farmer could be asked to 
bear the costs of meting eligibility standards alone or could receive technical 
and financial assistance. Program assistance might have to be incremed 
under this strategy to ensure participation and accomplishment of otfjectives. 

A total of 109,398 comments bearing 169,820 signatures address/ cross compli- 
ance* About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are ^hown in tables 
7*11^ 7*13, and 7*15* As the tables show, about M percent Support the 
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'strategy «nd 51 percent oppose it. About 60 percent say it would be effective, 
and 40 percent say it would not* Only 16 percent rank this strategy highest. 
Of the seven strategies, the respondents rank cross compliance fifth. 

* 

The rettaining 3 percent of the coments on cross cottpliance express reasons 
why respondents support or do not support the strategy* Respondents who do 
not favor cross coaq>liance are concerned about what they think are the re* 
strictive aspects of the strategy, citing **too many regulations,** **too ttUch 
red tape,** **too much government involvement and interference,** and similar 
complaints'. 

Others believe that cross ctMopliance would be **too expensive or costly.** 
They say that the strategy would be very difficult to administer and that 
"too many government employees** would be required. They think that farmers 
cannot afford a cross compliance program* 

The respondents who support cross compliance recommend that USDA use high 
price supports, low-interest loans, long-term loans, tax breaks, and invest* 
ment credits to attract participants. They recommend that the strategy be 
flexible enough to meet a wide variety of needs and changing economic condi- 
tions. 

(When asked about the fairness of the government* s requiring farmers 
and landowners to protect their soil and water in order to qualify 
for^' other government help for their farms, 41 percent of those 
sampled £li the Harris survey thought that such action would be fair 
to'both farmers and taxpayers, only 6 percent thought that it would 
be fair just to farmers,^ 18 percent thought it would be fair just to 
taxpayera* and 22 percent thought that it would be fair to neither* * 
Twelve percent were not; sure. This action corresponds to the cross 
compliance alternative strategy in the KCA dr^it documents. Those 
surveyed «ere asked which one or two of eight possible government 
actions to protect the Nation's soil and water resources they most 
favored. When these responses were tallied, the action corresponding 
to the cross compliance strategy ranked fourth*] 

Nationally, only 49 percent of the comments expressing support for or opposi- 
tion to the strategy support it. However, 57 percent of the conkents from 
the Northeast and 54 percent Trom the Hldwest support the strategy* On the 
other hand, 57 percent of the comments from the South and 55 percent from the* 
West oppose the strategy. 

, Opposition to the cross compliance strategy is noticeably more pronounced 
among farmers and ranchers. About 63 percent of the comments on this strategy 
from farmers and ranchers oppose the strategy, con^red to 51 percent from 
all respondents. Only 48 percent of the comments from farmers and ranchers 
say that the strategy would be effective, whereas 60 percent of all respondents 
say that it would. Farmers and ranchers rank cross compliance as the sixth 
aK>st preferred strategy, whereas all respondents rank it fifth* 

A majority of comments from individuals oppose the strategy in all region^ ^ 
except the Northeast region, where support and opposition are equal. Ccomients 
from individuals in the South, West, and Hidwest regions average 58 percent 
against the strategy. 
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CoMents froK Mmbers of environsental groups in all regions mostfy support 
the strategy: 77 percent in the Hidwest, 63 percent in the Kortheast and 
West regions f and 56 percent in the South. 

CoflMients fron farm organizations in ^e South and West RCA regions oppose the^ 
strategy and those from farm organizations in the Northeast and Hidwest 
support it. 

Cojnents from respondents in the federal government average 60 percent "for" 
the strategy in all regions. - ^' • 

Tables 7*27 through 7*30 show all coittaents that indicate support for or 
opposition to the strategy, by RCA regi:>n and type of respondent. 

Regional Resource Project Approach 

This strategy would use federal^ state^-and local funds and .personnel to 
address resource problems unique to a region. Federal participation would be 
available only for programs that help meet proposed national objectives for 
soil and water conservation. Although many problems could be addressed with 
existing programs, new authorities would be needed to address some regional 
problems. Once the objectives of a project had been met, resources wou^d be 
shifted to address oth^r urgent problems. Plans for projects, which might 
include parts of several counties or parts of mpre than one state, wquld be 
developed and carried out on a multidisciplinaty and Interagency basis. 

A total of 100,95^ coiments bearing 158,916 signatures Addi^c^s the regional 
resource project approach. About^ 98 percent of all comments on tuis strategy 
are shown in tables 7-11, 7*^13, and 7^15. As the tables show, about 57 
percent of the comments support the strategy and ^3 percent oppose it. About 
64 percent think it would be effective, and 36 perce.it do not. About 11 
percent rank this strategy highest amo^ng all the s\rategies, and 13 percent 
rank ii last. The regional resource jjroject approat.h is the fourth most 
favored strategy overall. 

The remaining 2 percent of the comments on regional resource pifojects give * 
reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy. Resppndents 
who favor the strategy say it ought to werk well when combined with others, 
then mention "redirecting present conservation programs/* ^^conservation 
performance bonuses,** and "natural resource contracts." 

Respondents like the idea Of solving the worst problems first, that is, con*^ 
centrating efforts to complete work on some critical problem areas be^or^^ 
iboving on to others. Some say the regional nature of the strategy would 
present an opportunity for more local contiol. Others want control only at 
the* county or state level because they think that regional control is too 
broad. 

Hany respondents who oppose the regional resources project strategy think ^ 
that regional decisionmaking would encourage *Wre government involvement," 
"too much red tape,** or **too many government employees-.** Some respondents 
# fear reductions in the funds and personnel for states and conservation districts 
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once critical regional priority areas are identified. Others say the strategy 
is "unrealistic/* **not possible/' and **politically unacceptable.*' These 
respondents believe that the responsibility for resource coDservation should 
rest with state and local governments , not regions. 

In all regions, slightly more comments favor regional resource projects than 
oppose them. ^The Northeast region has the highest percentage of favorable 
conttnents (64 percent). The South has the lowest percentage (52 percent). 
Environmental organizations in the Northeast have a higher proportion of 
favora1>le comments (77 percent) than any ^t her respondent type. Individuals 
in the South have the highest proportion of unfavorable comments (48 percent). 

Amoitj^'-^^nDers and ranchers, regional resource projects are less enthusiastic- 
ally supported. Less than half (49 percent) of the comments on this strategy 
from farmers and ranchers show support » whereas 57 percent of the comments 
from all respondents show support. Only 55 percent of the comments from 
farmers and ranchers say that the strategy^ would be effective, compared to 64 
percent from all respondents. However, farmers and ranchers agree with all 
respondents in ranking this strategy fourth. 

Tables 7-31 through 7*34 show all comments that indicate support for or 
opposition to the strategy^ by RCA region and type of respondent, 
i 



State Leadership 

Under this strategy, states would assume leadership for planning and imple- 
menting soil and wate'r conservation programs. State and local governments 
vould-- 

o develop state soil and water conservation programs for USDA ap- 
proval. 

o provide techaical assistance to land users. 

0 fund those activities that benefit stats and local conservation 
efforts but contribute minimally to national objectives. 
The federal government would-* 

o ensure that national priorities for soil and watet conservation are 
addressed. 

o establish standards for accomplishing national objectives through 
the state programs. 

o provide grants to states for conservation activities that are in 
the best interest of the Nation as a whole but too expensive for 
individual land users or state and local governments. 



The transfer of leadership would occur in accordance with the willingness and 
readiness of each state. 



A total of 103,940 comments bearing 163,144 signatures address state leader- 
ship. About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are shown in tables 
7-11, 7-13, and 7-15- As the tables show, about 51 percent support the — 
stL'ategy and 49 percent oppose it. About 54 percent think it would be effective, 
and 46 percent do not. About 14 percent of the comments that rank this 
strategy place it highest. More tb^ half of the cotmnents on state leadership 
give it a medium or higher ratings Among all strategies, however^ state 
Leadership is- ranked sixth. 
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The reouining 3 percent of all coiiifflents on state leadership cover a variety 
of reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy or recooa* 
mend other ways of carrying out the strategy. The most comon favorable 
connent is that state leadership would eliminate national standards and allow 
development of standards that relate to local and regional problems. Re- 
spondents say that there are too many local and regional differences for 
national standards to be effective. 

A few cousents say that state leadership would eliminate federal iuvolvementx 
and red tape. Some favor having states and conservation districts set strat- 
egies to be funded by USDA grants* A large group of comments says that state 
leader'ship would work well with other strategies in various combinations. 
Many respondents are against the establishment of a "super conservation 
agency.*' They say that state leadership would lead away from this. 

ifuaerous comments expressing opposition to the state leadership strategy say 
that resource conservation responsibilities should be left with conservation 
districts and local governments and not with state governments. Many others 
say that the responsibility for resource conservation programs should be 
shared by all levels of government. Other rc 'Poii<l^iits recommend no change, 
saying that the present program is good. Still others cotmn' that the 
strategy is politically unacceptable* 

A few respondents think that state governments lack the needed expertise, 
funds, and commitment to handle conservation programs without federal assis- 
tance. Others say that conservation programs would he in jeopardy without 
federal assistance. 

Many respondents say that increased federal funding for technical assistance 
in the field, or for a conservation district, would ensure the effectiveness 
of the state leadership strategy. They recommend maintaining federal assis- 
tance even after the state increases assistance. A few respondents suggest 
that increased cost sharing funds be given to states that provide matching 
funds . 

Although there are slightly more favorable than unfavorable comments nationwide 
more comments from the South oppose state leadership (60 percent) than support 
it. The other regions favor the strategy. Sixty percent of the comments 
from the Midwest, S6 percent from the Northeast, and 5A percent from the West 
support the strategy. 

Farmers and ranchers generally agree with the other respondents in their 
cotUDents on state leadership. Just under half (A8 percent) of the comments 
on this strategy from farmers and ranchers support the strategy, whereas just 
over half (51 percent) of the comments from all respondents support it. 
About 52 percent of the comments from farmers and ranchers say that thit 
strategy would be effective, compared to SA percent among all respondents. 
Farmers and ranchers rank state leadership fifth among the seven strategies, 
whereas the other respondents rank it sixth. 

Comments from individuals in the Northeast are evenly divided between f;^vor- 
able and unfavorable. Comments from environmental groups in the Midwest 
favor state leadership (70 percent) while comments from environmental groups 
in the West oppose it (57 percent). 
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Tabl6s 7*35 througti 7-38 show all cooments that indicate support for or 
opposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent. 

Regulatory Emphasis 

This strategy would emphasize the use of regulatory authorities ^t the local » 
State^ and federal levela to carry out a national soil and water conservation 
program* The regulatory approach would be coupled with a strong conservation 
assistance program offering incentives for effective resource management* 
USDA vould provide guidance and funding to states to help them implement 
regulations requiring land users to meet USDA*approved standards. The 
regulations would be phased in over 20 years « A land user who failed to 
comply with the regulations might be penalized by a fine or tax or be required 
to reimburse the government for cost sharing funds or technical assistance 
received. The burden of complying with regulations would be reduced by 
significant increases in cost sharing funds, lowinterest loans, and techtki* 
cal assistance. USDA would have the primary responsibility for collecting 
and analyzing data and providing cost sharing and technical assistance. 
States would have the primary responsibility for maintaining and enforcing ^> 
the regulations. The exercise of regulatory authority would vary from one 
resource problem to another, depending on the national significance of the 
probl^ and its present and potential adverse impacts. 

A total of'l06,462 coomtents bearing 170,375 signatures address the regulatory 
emphasis. About 95 percent of all comments on this strategy are shown in , 
tables 7'-II, 7-13, and 7'-l5* As the tables show, about 37 percent support 
^ the strategy and 63 percent oppose it. About 51 percent say it would be 
effective, and 49 percent do not* About 12 percent of the comments that rank 
the strategy place it highest. About 24 percent rank it last. Among all 
strategies, regulation is the least preferred. 

The remaining 5 percent of all comments on the regulatory emphasis cover a 
variety of .reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy or 
recommend other ways of carrying out the strategy. Although respondents rank 
the regulatory emphasis as their least preferred strategy, they still submit 
many favorable comments. For the most part, respondents in favor of this 
1 strategy recommend strong, consistent, nondiscriminatory enforcement at the 

local level. Some respondents are in favor of shared control by local and 
state governments. Many say that increased funding is needed to encourage 
compliance through high financial incentives and more technical assistance. 
Many respondents say that the regulatory emphasis would work well with other 
strategies^ particularly those offering cost^haring incentives. 

Some respondents recommend that conservation measures be required only on 
lands where conditions adversely Effect adjoining property. Others recommend 
sediment control ordinances for all landowners, not just farmers. Still 
others want local land use controls to prevent urbanization; these respondents 
call for more planning and zoning* 

More than half of the comments on the regulatory emphasis are unfavorable. 
Respondents who oppose the strategy think that "dictatorial policies are not 
needed'* or that ^^mandatory methods are not acceptable in a free society." 
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These respondents desire less government involvement and interference. Tbey 
think that the strategy would create more resentment toward the government 
tbao exists now* A voluntary conservation prograoi is their main concern. A 
fev respondents provide more explicit comments* suth as ''RCA smells like tbe 
trork of a totalitarian bureaucracy/' '*RCA is a railroad job'/^ and *'RCA is the 
beginning of a national land use plan.^^ 

[Two items on tbe Harris survey addressed regulatory action by the' 
government in protecting soil and water resources. Those sampled 
were asked t|ie fairness of the government's requiring farmers and 
landowners to protect their soil and water with the help of loans 
and other financial assistance. Fifty-six percent said that this 
action would be fair to both farmers and taxpayers, 18 percent said 
it would |t>e fair just to farmers, 5 percent said that it would be' 
fair just to taxpayers^ 11 percent said it would be fair to neith'ter, 
iOd 9 percent were not sure. This action ranked second on the most 
favored. list. 

The other action, unlike the regulatory entphasis strategy, called 
for the farmer to bear all conservation costs* When those sampled 
were asked how -fair it would be for the government to require farmers 
and landowners to protect t^eir soil and water without government 
assistance, only 12 percent said that the action would be fair to 
both farmers and taxpayers; 32 percent, that it would be fair just 
to taxpayers; and 40 per^cent, that it would not be {air to either. 
Ten percent were not sure. This action was ranked last in the most 
favored list of those sampled in the Harris survey.] 

A majority of the comments from all regions are against regulatory emphasis; 
however, the Northeast and Midwest are not as strongly opposed as the South 
and Vtest. Of the comments expressing support or opposition, about 56 percent 
of those from the Northeast and Midwest oppose the strategy, whereas about 70 
percent of the cooments from the South and about 63 percent of those from, the 
West oppose it* 

Farmers and ranchers oppose the regulatory entphasis even more than other 
respondents* Sixty-eigbt percent of tbe comments on this strategy from 
farmers and ranchers express opposition, cootpared to 63 percent among all 
respondents. Although 51 percent of tbe comments from a^l respondents say 
that' the regulatory entphasis would be effective, only 43 percent of the 
conments from farmers and ranchers say so. Farmers and ranchers > like the 
other jrespond^ts, prefer this strategy least. \ 

Overall, the comments from individuals are strongly opposed to the regulatory 
emphasis strategy, averaging about 66 percent unfavorable* Environmental 
groups in the Midwest region are tbe only group favoring regulatory emphasis. 
Sixty-four percent of tbeir comments are positive. 



Tables 7-39 through 7-42 show all ctf^nts that indicate support for or 
opposition to the strategy, by RCAfregion and type of respondent. 
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Conservation Perforream ce Bonus 

This strategy would ^give incentTv^ to land users wbo voluntarily apply and 
maintain conservation measures that neet USDA standards. It offers positive 
incentives without requiring other actions in return. These incentives could be 
higher commodity price supporJLs, higher cost sharing rates, or more favorable 
loan interest rates. A conservation agreement would be developed for each 
farm in order to establish performance .standards for certification. These 
standards could be set nationally or locally. The bonus program would identify 
and reward conservers. The amouat of the bonus would be in direct proportion 
to the cost of maintaining the conservation system. USDVvould give priority ^ 
attention to problem areas that present the greatest thre&t to future food 
and fiber production. 

A total of 105,922 comments bearing 166,616 sunatu^efij address conservation 
performance bonuses. About 97 percent of alLAomments on this strategy are 
sho%m in tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7*-15. As^He tVbles show, about 72 percent 
support the strategy and 28 percent OQf>me it| About 81 percent think it 
would be effective, and 14 percent <Mrnot. About 31 percent of the comments 
ranking the strategy place it highest. About^9 percent rank it last. Among 
all strategies, the conservation performance bonus strategy is the second 
most preferred. 
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The remaining 3 percent of all comments on conservation performance bonuses 
present a variety of reasons why respondents support or do not support 
strategy or recommend other ways of carrying out the strategy. Respondenti 
who favor conservation performance bonuses cite the high price supportt 
incentives, low-interest loans, long-term loaas> and high cost sharing rates 
inherent in the strategy. These respondents believe that the bonus strategy 
would work well with other strategies, particularly redirecting present 
conservation programs. Many respondents like the voluntary nature of the 
strategy. They express a desire for local control in deciding which in- 
centives would be offered. 

Respondents who do not favor this strategy indicate concern that bonuses will 
only benefit farmers with large operations, who, they say, deserve it least. 
Others think that bonuses should not be supported by the taxpayers. Many 
respondents recommend that bonuses be limited to the actual cost of conser- 
vation application. Other respondents think that bonuses are an invitation 
to corruption. They recommend strict audits to avoid windfall profits. Many 
others think that the program will be impossible to administer, too costly, 
and discriminatory. 

[Two Harris survey questions directly addressed the conservation 
performance bonus alternative strategy. One addressed tax incen-* 
tiyes and the other, financial bonuses in general. Those sampled 
reacted almost identically to both. Mben asked to whom these actions 
would be fair, 41 tp 42 percent thought that they would be fair to 
both farmers and takpayers, 2A percent thought they would be fair 
just to farmers, 4 to 6 percent thought that they would be fair just 
to taxpayers, and 18 to 19 percent thought that they would be fair 
to neither. Nine percent were not scffe. These two bonus-^relaXed 
actions ranked third among eight on the most favored action list of 
those sampled in the Harris survey ) 
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Host c<»mfints from all regions express support for the conservation per- 
formnce bonus strategy* Of comiDents expressing supj>ort or opposition » about 
75 percent fron the Northeast and Hidwest and 70 percent from the South are 
in favor of the strategy* 

A»ong farmers and ranchers, support for this strategy is strong but no quite 
«^ strong ts support from the otheY respondents. About 67 percent of the . 
coments on this strategy from farmers and ranchers support consj^ryation 
perforMnce bonuses^ coopared to about 72 percent among all respondents. 
About 77 percent ^o&the coments from fatmers^and ranchers say that the 
strategy would be effective, wl|ereas 81 percenoof ttie comments from^all re<* 
spondents say so* Fanoers and ranchers agree tbe other respondents in 

ranking bonuses as their second most preferredOttrategy. 

Environmental groups in the Hidwest are the most in favor; 80 percent of 
their comments express favorable opinions* 

Tables 7-43 through 7-46 show all comments that indicate support for or 
6pposition to the strategy^ by RCA region and type of respondent. 



Natural Resource Contracts 

Under this strategy, the public would agree to *'purchase"^ conservation from 
those who own and o^Sfth^ farms and ranches, or otherwise manage natural 
resources* Payments received through natural resource contracts would be 
based on price and quantity, ^st as payments for crops and livestock pro** 
duced for s«le in commodity markets are* A farmer who actually^reduces 
erosion woul4 be paid a flat price per ton of soil saved for each year in 
which erosion was reduced* Fan&ers would bear the cost of reducing erosion 
and solving their resource problems Just as they bea^ the cost of producing 
commodities. The per ton payment would reflect the value of erosion control 
to society* Because payments would- be tied to the actual solution of natural 
resource problems, only those farmers operating on problem lands could bene** 
fit from participation. 

A total of 102,739 coipments bearing 161,478 signatures address natural re** 
source contracts. About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are 
shown in tables 7-^11, 7-13, and 7-lS* As the tables show, about 34 percent 
support the strategy and 43 percent oppose it. About 68 percent think it 
would be effective, and 32 percent do not* About 22 percent of the comooents 
ranking the strategy place it highest. About 12 percent rank it last. Among 
a; 1 strategies, natural resource contracts is the third most preferred. 

The remaining 3 percent of all comments on natural resource contracts cover a 
variety of reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy or 
recommend other ways of carrying out the strategy. Respondents c<Hnmenting 
favorably on natural resource contracts think that this strategy would work 
well with others, especially redirecting present conservation programs and 
conservation performance ^bonuses. As they do for other strategies, respond- 
ents favor a voluntary program, under local control. For this strategy to be 
effective, they think that high incentives would be needed. Many comments 
suggest that natural resource contracts could be administered much as the 
Great Plains Conservation Program is administered. Other comment^i recoiamend 
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concentrating on complete conservation on one farm rather than partial con-* 
servation on many* 

The most frequent conaoents opposing this strategy are that it vould be Impos-' 
sible to administer, that the strategy involves too much regulation and red ^ 
tape, and that it is discriminatory. Many comments question the accuracy of 
the Universal Soil Loss Equation as a standard for conservation payments. 
Others feel the strategy vould lead to^corruption and vould benefit those vho 
deserve it least . 

[No question in the Harris survey directly addressed natural r^ource 
contracts. Hovever, vhen those sampled vere asked hov fair it 
vould be for the government to give financial help to farmers and ^ 
landowners vho volunteered to protect their soil and vater, only 23 
percent said that this action vould be fair to both farmers and 
taxpayers, 46 percent said that it vould be fair just to farmers, 
only 4 percent said that it vould be fair just to taxpayers, and 17 
percent said that it vould be fair to neither. Nine percent vere 
not sure. This action ranked fifth of eight on the most favored 
action list of those sampled in the Harris survey.) 

Of the comcnents expressing support or opposition, 61 percent from the Hidvest 
region, 56 percent from the Northeast and West, and 52 percent from the South^ 
are favorable* Of comments from individuals, 56 percent from the Hidvest, 54 
percent from the West^and 53 percent from the Northeast support natural 
^resource contracts. Hovever, 51 percent of the comments from individuals in 
the South oppose the strategy. 

Fanners and ranchers support the natural sesource contracts strategy somevhat 

less strongly than the other respondents. ^About 52 percent of the comments 

on this strategy from farmers and ranchers shov support, compared to 57 

percent among all respondents* About 64 percent of the comments from farmers ^ 

and ranchers say that the strategy vould be effective, vhereas 68 percent of 

the comments from all respondents say so. Farmers and ranchers agree vith 

the other respondents in ranking natufal resource contracts -as their third 

most preferred strategy. 

Tables ^"47 through 7-50 show all comments that indicate support for or 
opposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent. 

No Change ^ 

A' total of 1,837' comments bearing 2,265 signatures address the possibility of 
not changing present USDA couaervatio^ programs. Almost all of the comments 
on this issue favor having things as they are. 

[VOien asked to rate the fairness of eight possible governmental 
actions to protect the Nation's soil and vater resources, those 
sampled in the Harris survey ranked first the one that vould provide 
loans (vhich vould have to be repaid in full) and other financial 
assistance to farmers and other landowners vho volunteered to protect 
their soil and vater resources.] 
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Many cofMBents, however, include suggestions about how *the present prograns 
could be iinproved or escpanded. Soae of these coinoients can be sumiarized as 
follows: 

o Maintain present programs, which can do evei^ything necessary 
if given proper authority, funding, and personnel. 

o Maintain present prograns at their present level; tjie preseijyt 

system is acceptable and responsive to problems and to changes in 
programs « 

o Continue to use present agencies; establish no new agencies, create 

no **super agency/' 
' o Maintain program responsibility at the local level. 

o Maintain the present system becaifse it involves less government 

interference and reglU^ation than the proposed alternative strategies, 
o Maintain tbe present .system because* it is less e3£pen$ive than the 

proposed alternative strategies. 
t^/ Continue voluntary programs. 

o Increase funding of present programs to provide more technical ^ 

assistance and cost sharing, 
o Provide additional funding to soil conservation districts, 
o Increase the rate of cost sharing. 

o Provide more research and development for present programs. 

o Give more. program responsibility to ASCS and more cont^l to farmers. 

o Add tax incentives for conservation to present systems. 

Ko Proi^ram ^^^^^ 

A total of 323 comments bearing 421 signatures address the possibility of 
having no conservation program. Of those that address this possibility, 70 
percent support having no program and 20 percent say that some kind of national 
program is needed. Tbe remaining 10 percent of the coimients do not suggest 
"for** or -''against*' opinion? but are unfavorable toward present programs or 
the proposed alternatives. 

[In the Harris survey, 67 percent of those sampled said that landowners^ 
and the government should share responsibility for conservation of 
the land. Only 28 percent said that 'landowners should have the sole 
responsibility. ] 

Of^the comments si^porting a no program approach, many say that any type of 
national resource conservation program is meaningless, useless, or mtneces^ 
sary« Others say that the actions of American farmers already have a posi* 
tive effect on the land, so further national conservation efforts are no 
longer needed. Other comments support the view that individual farmers and ' 
other landowners should decide what their own conservation needs are. Others 
say that further conservation efforts are too expensive. 

Xhose respondents expressing support for some kind of national resource 
conservation program are primar^Qy concerned that having no program would 
harm the Nation's agriculture. They think that the present programs are 
acceptable and that farmers cannot afford to carry out a successful conserva- 
tion effort without government assistance* 
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The coiments not expressing support or opposition express a fear of ^ new or 
'*$uper'* conservation agency.- Others advocate simplifying present policies. 
They oppose regulatory conservation efforts. A f e^ say that federal L^^'l.'/t^es 
cannot do the job* 

( 

Other/All Stratef^ies 

A total of 19^565 conmients bearing 25^876 signatures address other or all 
strategies* These coonients do not propose new or different strategies* They 
do» hovever,, show that those responding desire^ national program that — 
o is flexible. 

o requires very little government regulation, 
o is highly subsidized. v 
o is intfl^ensive. ' \ 
o is voluntary, 
o is locally controlled* 

A few cosMuents indicate that'^the respondents would consider other alternative 
resource conservation stra^gies^ but some do not clearly identify what those 
alternatives migh^ be. Other comments favor all of the proposed alternative 
strategies but do not identify a preference* 



Sumpary 

Redirecting present conservation programs is the most preferred alternative » 
followed closely by conservation performance bonuses* However^ the conser^ 
vation performance l^onus strategy is considered the most effective in achieving 
conservation goals» followed by redirecting present conservation programs. 

RCA respondents conside^r ^he regulatory entphasis the least preferred alter* 
native^ the lec5t effective^ and the lowest in general rating. 

RCA respondents rank state leadership sixth, or next to last, in preference, 
low in effectiveness, and low in general rating. Natural resource contracts 
rank third by order of preference, medium in effectiveness, and third in 
general rating. Cross compliance ranks fifth in order of preference, medium 
in effectiveness, and^low in general rating* Regional resource projects rank 
fourth in order of preference, medium in effectiveness, and third in general 
rating* 

Farmers and ranchers agree with the other respondents in most of the rankings 
of the strategies. However, farmers and ranchers give a smaller percentage of 
support to call strategies than do the other respondents* While a majority of 
comments from all respondents support each strategy but cross compliance and 
the regulatory emphasis, a majority of comments from farmers and ranchers 
support only redirecting present programs, conservation performance bonuses, 
and natural resource contracts. 

Table 7-17 and figure 7-1 rank the strategies by degree of support for or 
opposition to each strategy among all respondents; table 7^18 shows the 
ranking among those who identify^ themselves as farmers and ranchers. Table 

\ 
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7*19 And figure 7-2 r^ok the strategies In terss of all respondents' percep- 
tion of their probable effejrtiveness; table 7*20 shows farmers' and rancheri^' 
opinions. Table 7-21 and figure 7-^3 display the strategies by general rating 
assigned by all respondents; table 7-22 shows how farmerft and ranchers rank 
the strategies. The illustrations show the percentage distribution of the 
coMents about each strategy. The tables (and statements of ranking in the 
text) are based on the total nuiiber of consKnts. 
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4.8 


2,735 


4.1 


2,187 


3,4 


2,622 


4.2 



2 16,376 23.8 IM^S 2577 lj;577 2670 18,784 2779 10*225 167o 14,940 2379" 



t.5 31,042 48.7 42,443 63.0 17,730 27.8 27,077 43.3 



,5 35,370 51.3 26,784 43. 

68,952 100.0 61,545 loO.O 63,723 100.0 67,335 lOO.O 63,842 100.0 62,480 100.0 



15J 



Redirect t«t 

pre Milt 
cohm It toft Cr • 

rrnfrnw <:o«ipl ttnce 



Sute 
leederthtp 



Retitletory 



Coneervetton 
li^rfoc 



lUturtl 
tttitttce 



Ifwriber Percent Huaber Percent iraaiber Percent HtMtber Perceitt Kittber Percent Ifmiber Percent MuMber Perc«nt 
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Strottftlf euwort: 


/ 


























77 


0*6 




J 245 


K8 


85 


0*8 


81 


0*5 


78 


0*8 


54 


0*4 


145 
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Very bttb •ccepubtllty t« 
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fmen» rettcliere, lod other 


































1^347 


9.8 


302 


2*1 


378 


. 3* 1 


482 


3*1 


338 


2*5 


1 

1 , J3t 


lo 


*7 




7*3 


HifB ecceptibtUty to feraere^ 




























b*B 


rincbert, Hd other lend ttieri — 




7*1 


417 


2*9 


595 


4*8 


782 


8*0 


374 


2*7 


1,032 




*2 


847 


Vi/y bltli •cceptibtltty to tbe 




























306 






TS3 


5*5 


373- 


2*8 


247 


2* 0 


389 


2.3 


228 


1.8 


45 7 




*8 


2.5 


Rttb ecceptibtUty to tenerel 


































$60 


8*2 


638 


4*4 


Ot 


5*1 


858 


5*2 


474 


3*4 


894 




.5 


434 


3*5 


Very bltb effectWeneie in tt«e of 


































931 


8*7 


388 


2.8 


340 


2.8 


349 


2*7 


325 


2*3 


128 




.5 


588 


4*7 


Htt% effictWeoeH in tue nf tis 


































834 


8*0 


620 


4.2 


597 


4.8 


£02 


4.7 


425 


3*1 


939 

'J 




*4 


872 


5*4 


— 

Sabtotol •trongly •itpportlog*** 


3t9b> 


4J. 1 




in i 
ly 




ZJ* 1 


4 VIA 


Z3 . J 


Z ,Z1V 


lo.O 






* t 




e 

Mf *n 


Support; 






























3*2 




1,700 


12*3 


350 


2*4 


354 




345 


2.7 


218 


1*5 


751 




*9 


402 


Hediivi •cceptibtlity to fii^en. 
































rcQCherif lad other lend wieri-* 


878 


8*3 


701 


4*8 


961 




7<0 


8*2 


554 


4*0 


590 




*7 


870 


5.4 


tMlMi •ccepteblltty to tlie 


































1,023 


7*4 


842 


5.8 


1,015 


* 


922 


7*3 


798 


5*8 


1,017 




.0 


847 


8*8 


Hedtivi ef f ect tveaeei In uie of 


































852 


8*2 


837 


4*4 


. 846 




753 


5*9 


589 


4*3 


720 




*7 


731 


5*9 




4>53 


32.3 


2,530 


17*4 


3,178 


25*8 


2,800 


22*1 


2,157 


15*8 


3,078 


24 




2,650 




Tot«l •trontly •itpporttng 


































10,418 


75*3, 


5,353 


38,8 


8,023 


48*9 


8,018 


47*4 


4,375 


31*8 


8,530 


87 


.4 


8,487 


52*1 
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T 
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t 
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Tible 7- " C o Wi t o f Mde by fit«er« ^nd rindieri •upportlng or oppoilog tbe •Ittfniitlve •tritetlei—Coiitliiued 

preient reioorce Coniervitlon Kituril 

c4>i»erv«tloa Cro» project Stite Itetulitory p^rfonMnce reiource 

mtmh^r Percent Kuvber Percent Nimber Percent Kuiter Percent Kufter percent Hwiber Percent^ Mupb^r Percent 

DUagree or object 221 K6 1,154 1.0 .545 4.4 663 5.2 1,322 9.5 449 3.5 544 4.4 

Mot •cceptable to far»ert, 

rancbera, and other l»d u»ra- 322 2.4 l,2ft3 ft. ft 640 5.2 764 6.0 1,332 9.9 32fi 2.6 550 4.4 

Hot •cceptnble to tbe t*ner«l 

public 303 2.2 791 5.5 551 4,5 653 5.1 911 6.6 403 3,2 625 . 5.0 

Ineffective ua^ of taa dollars— 34ft 2.5 ft91 6.1 60ft 4.9 756 6.0 1,052 7.6 395 3.1 641 5.1 

Generally oppoa«4 — *-^21 2.3 1,643 1K3 686 5.6 ftlO 6.4 1,441 JJ^^ ^"^ ^™ 

Subtotal oppoaed — - 1,515 iTro 57762 3977 3^030 25T6" 37646 2ft77 ST^S 54To MBO 15T6 3^030 24.3 

3trontly oppoae : ~ 

Strongly dlaagree 66 0.5 443 3.0 150 1.2 196 1.5 419 3.0 110 0.9 175 1.4 

Very lov acceptability to ^ 
faraera, rancbera*, and otber 

land tiaera 239 1.7 604 4.1 461 3. ft 441 3.5 5B3 4.2 206 1.6 373 3.0 

tov acceptability to faraera, 

rantfbera, and otber land Uaera- 261 1.9 57ft 4.0 656 5.3 503 4.0 497 3.6 296 2.3 37ft 3.1 
Very lov acceptability to tbe ' 

general ptibllc - 254 l.ft 35i 2.5 32B 2.7 374 2.9 441 3.2 34B 2.ff 476 3.B 

Lotf acceptability to tbe 1 

general public 361 2.7 m 3.4 624 5.1 509 4.0 455 3.3 5'31 4.2 6ft9 5.5 

Very lov effectlveneaa In uae of , - 

taa dollara 2ft5 2.1 „ 434 3.0 442 3.6 44B 3.5 504 3.6 260 2.1 379 3.1 

Lov effec;tlveQeaa in uae of tax 

dolUra 412 3.0 505 3.5 593 4. ft 566 4.5 4B5 3.5 397 3.1 463 3.7" 

Subtotal atrongly oppoalog l7i« 1377 374T5 2375 37255 2675 37037 2379 373S5 2474 2,146 TTo 2,933 23.6 

Total oppoalng and atrongly 

oppoalng 3,413 24.7 9,176 63.2 6,2B4 51.1 6,6B3 52.6 9,492 66.4 4,12B 32.6 5,963 47.9 

Crand total 13,631 100.0 14,529 10070 12,307 100.0 12,701 1007o 137B67 lOoTo 12,65ft 100.0 12,450 100.0 



ERIC 



15 



Tibls 7-13."CnMtntt ptedictiiki Uw cffectiveoeii of the •Itenuti^e •ttitejtln 




l«ditectliig 
coniervatloa 



CroM 



Kflfloiut 
Pfoject 



Stite 
leidetihlP 



Regulitorf 



Cotiiervition 



teioutce 
cootticta 



HiMbrt Tett«ttt Huabet Petcent Itdabet Percent Rtebet Percent Hwibet Percent Ituaiber percent Itnter percent 



Wedl^M to yiery lUth 
effectl^fye i 
Verf blik ef fectlvtotee in 
tcttlBf conaemtLM on tb^ 

Itttd 4^200 22.4 2^53S 14.2 l^tSO 10.6 1^797 10.1 

flltH effectl¥««fi» in fitting — 

cooMmtion on l«nd 5,137 27.S 4,274 23.ft 4,21ft 24.3 3,396 19.2 

IMim effectlveneee la i«ttini 

«r«n«metion on the lend 4,>97 27.1 4,015 ^^'^ ^ 5,015 2ft.8 4,306 24.3 

Snbtotol 14,334 TTT 10,ft27 60. 4' ll,0i3 6377 97?99 5376" 

toy nffectly^neee to Ineffectlyo i 

ham nffectlveneee in ictttnf ^ 

couemtlon on the lend 2,116 11.4 2,4ftO 13. ft ^ 3,039 17.5 3,154 17.8 

Verf lov effectiTeneee In 

totting coneervetlon on tbe 

lend 1,014 5.5 1,740 9.7 l,«3 9.6 2,503 14.1 

.Hot effectl« In getting con- 

•emtion oq the lond 993 5.4 2,ft92 16.1 1,605 9.2 2,563? 14.5 

SubtoUl J i;U3 2273 77112 397<^ 57307 3673 JT^O 5574" 

Totol— " 1ft,457 100.0 17,939 100.0 17,390 100.0 17,719 100.0 



2,036 11.7 

3,175 lft.3 

3,605 20.7 

a,ftl6 soTT 

2,690 15.5 



4tftft6 27.3 
5,493 30.6 
4,157 23.2 



3,4S9 19.9 
4,307 24.5 
4,101 23.3 



14,536 ftl.l 11,897 67.7 



1,556 ft.7 2,200 12.5 



2,419 13.9 7ft4 4.4 1,403 ft.O 

3,453 19.9 1,039 5. ft 2,075 11. ft 



"ftTsSi 4973 37379 lft79 Sjn 3273 



17,37ft 100.0 17,915 100.0 17,575 100.0 

7 \ 
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Tibli T^^U.^^-CdflMftti aftJ* hf fiitttrt mmA r«mctert prHletl^ ^ •ffietivmtii of the •Iteroiti^e •tr#te|lei 



1Mlt«ctlM ' 
c««»rvitloo Cr»i# 



projiet 



lit 



&»i»erv#ticn 
perforwncc 
bono* 



rei«ttre« 



IfiMter Pvreent Ifvabtr F^rcest lln^b#r Feremt Httiib^t Percent Ituaibifir Ptfmvt HiMtet ' Pert«ttt 'lftMfe«r PertMt 
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Virr Uf^ •ffectl^MM In 






























lettlat c««sirvitlM M th« 
































A30 


11>5 


357 


9.9 


307 


A>7 


319 


9 3 




9.7 


911 


15.7 


681 


19.4 


lit^ •ff«ttl*»MM !• lettlftf 






























coaiimtioo «9 tb« liad-<-*-*<-*-*- 


U3 


13.9 


614 


17>4 


66» 


19.0 


660 


16,6 


507 


14.6 


1,06S 


19.6 


614 


33.2 


effietlmMii is |ettis| 


































17.6 


749 


20.9 


9<9 


17.6 


640 


13.7 


637 


16.6 


759 


11.1 


731 


20.6 






74.0 




4S.1 


1,9U 


55.3 


1,019 


51.^ 


1 .47«A 


r 43>t 


1,748 


76.7 


1.227 


63.4 


Loir «ffietl¥tMM ttt ltteft«ctlwt 






























Loir •ffeetlimtti Is i^ttltg 
































4S0 


11>1 


S69 


15.9 


610 


17.7 


590 


16.6 


515 


15.3 


331 


9.1 


416 


12.1 


Virf lov •ffietlvtn«» ia |«ttle| 
































143 




431 


11.0 


396 


11.3 


450 


11.7 


461 


(3.5 


165 


5>1 ' 


323 


9.2 


lot iffectiT* lettlat ewi- 






























16^ 


7.1 


t57 


13.9 


553 


15. T 


677 


19.1 


961 


16.1 


319 ^ 


6.9 


539 


15.3 




959 


16.0 


i.m 


51. « 


1.569 


44.7 


1.717 


46.4 


1,94S 


56.9 


635 


13.3 


1,261 


3i.6 




3,«M 


100.0 


3.Sii 


100.0 


3,513 


100.0 


3,5i^ 


100.0 


^,41^ 


100.0 


3,563 


100.0 


^,5lS 


100.0 
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full T-lS.*-t««mti If ritliff AtitfMi tft tW •lunutlw •tritcti*** 



l«4lf«ctUt 



r NrCMt 



Stit« 



III 



titmril 



NrcMt IMbcr Ntcm jyafcit f^rccat Itobet Nrcm 



f ri*rlt7^ 

Vitk fMtral rittast t#c««d 

priority*-' — — — - 

Miwm tmril ratUit MitH 

f rtiiHty*— " — — 

Uv tM«r#l ritl«tt fMtftli 

frttHty*" 

V«r7 tM«»l ritlttit rirtii 

•Ittk frUrittM 

Ihmttml — * 

!• Aft Mm • * — 

f«ul r»^i>f* ^ 

ufjmt 7-11, 7-13, 

Ml 7-15 

amar t i Difctmui » hmmt m- 
ALtllMf ivt cmttcT- 





2«.4 


2, $72 


15.7 


2»164 


11.1 


2,427 


13.9 


1,934 


11. i 


4,244 


^ 30.4 


4,134 


21.5 






4,293 


23,4 


4,322 


22.2 


4,077 


21.7 


2»t44 


17.4 


4,!35 


29.9 


4,449 


25.1 


5,277 


24.4 


4,531 


24.$ 


4,242 


32.2 


4»t20 


23.4 


3,444 






19.4 


4»545 


23.4 


l,i21 


r4 


3,233 


17.7 


3,349 


ii.2 


3,393 


li.o 


3,344 


20.4 


1,470 


9.1 


2,757 


14.3 




ft. 7 


2,t90 


15. i 


2,440 


12.7 


3»2if 


17.5 


3,494 


23.7 


1,431 


4.9 


2,254 


11.7 




1.4 


347 


1.9 


475 


2.5 


440 


2.3 


347 


2.2 


245 


1.4 


443 


2.4 




0.7 


131 


0.7 


222 


1.1 


1«5 


1.0 


l47 


0.9 


^137 


0.7 


234 


1.2 



lOoTo 14,299 100.0 19,454 100.0 14,431 100.0 iT^U* 100.0 20,34t 100.0 19,240 100.0 

107,555 93.1 103,190 H.l 94,3*1 97.5 100,273 H.5 101»159 95.0 102»294 H.4 99,335 H.9 

7^043 4.9 4.204 3.9 2.S43 2.5 3i447 3.5 5*305 5.0 3.424 3.4 3*404 . 3.1 

114.414 100.0 109,3H 100.0 100,954 100.0 103,9^ 100.0 104,462 100.0 1«5,922 100.0 101,739 lOO.O 



iti iko^of fMtril ritli|i^ 
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' , ^ Tible 7-16. — CoMeata of rstlftt* ••0l|iwd hf firacri «m1 mcfceri to tbt •Iteniitlve •tratet^^i'* 

IMlr«ctlat JtefloMl 

preimt rcioarc« CoascmtlMi 

t coii«|e rfitloo Dro» projoct St«t« Kefnlitory perf«i«Mie« 

Htwlber Ferc«iit Hoaber Perceat Itiiber f^rceftt RtMber Petceat Puk4wr Perceet IhMiAwr Percent 

Very lilth t*»<>'*l ritlut* flrit 

priority l,5tt 31-6 536 13.6 553 12. J 713 16.9 42* 11. J 1,569 33,6 

Ilfli t^^^l ritlat» Mcoad 

priority 1,2*3 25 . 2 779 IJ.ft «52 IJ.ft JIB 21. ft 55« 15.7 U322 21.* 

Me€l«4 leiwrvl ritlnt* tfclrd 

prlorlti 1,170 23.7 9 30 23.7 1.260 29.* 1,019 2*. 2 777 21,8 833 17. J 

Loir 'tmeril ritlnt* f^tth 

priority **5 J.O 71* 18.2 797 13.6 707 16. ft W 10.8 *29 9.2 

Very loir teroril ritint* Hith 

•ad •Ixth pnorltltti *58 9.3 922 23** 737 17.2 795 18.9 1,0W ».* *73 10,1 

I<n»tral-- ,32 0.7 2* 0.6 46 1.1 36 0.1 25 0.7 17 0,* 

Ito oplaloa 23 0.5 28 0*7 45 1.0 28 0.7 23 0.7 17 0.* 

Total riaklttg* 4,929 iooTo 57933 lOoTo *,290 100.0 *,216 100.0 3.560 100.0 *,660 100.0 

CWMOITS III TABUS 7-12. 7-1*, 

Y AMJ 7-16 22,*4I 93.0 22,050 95** 20,110 98.5 20,*63 97.7 20,t53 95.0 20,901 97,1 

aXMHTS DISCUSSD) IK IWMUTIVB- 1,701 7.0 1,051 *.6 31* 1.5 4S9 2.3 1,110 5.D 627 2,9 

loiAL cffwu i a AomssiiiG the 

ALttUMTIVt ffltAtX9T 2*, 1*9 100.0 23,101 lOO^O ' 20,42* 100.0 10,952 100.0 21,963 100.0 2I,52S 100,0 

*Ia tlili tible Go<HMat« ilioirlat ^eaeril ratlagi •••Igaad by reipoadeati ire cvaiblaeil vlth priorities •••Igaed hf reipoadenti. 



Hataral 
reaoarea 
coat recta 
Hoaiber Pacceat 



1,011 

1,07* 

9*5 

570 

609 
*9 
40 



2*. 7 

2*. 6 

21.6 

13.2 

13.9 
1.1 
0.9 



*,376 100.0 



20,341 95.1 
1,047 4.9 

21 ,386 100.0 
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TiWlc 7-t7, — The eltefttetlve etreteflee ranked ItJ ile|re« of eupport or ofpoeltloa 



I 

U 



Det^ of myport 
or «fpotltlo« 


Flnt 


SecoMid 


Third 


Fourth 


Fifth 


Sixth 


Sa^eath 




Iftdlrect pre • eat 
progreM 


iofliw 


Ctet recta 


Croae cos* 
plleii«« 


State teader*- 
ehlp 


Retlonat 
pro J acta 


Regiitetl<w 




Hedlrect preeent 
protrutt 


project! 




Croea cos* 
plleace 


Stete leader^ 
ehlp 


Coatracta 


Kestttetloa 


T«tet etrott^T eopfort end 


ttedlrect preeeat 
protraa* 




Cbatracte 


letlonal 
projACta 


C^ee cos* 
pliance 


Stete leedar- 
ehlp< 


''etuletloa 




Keg^tetloo 


Croee cos* 

pllMCC 


Stata ieeder- 
ekl/ 


Cbatrecte 


Refloaet 
projecte 


Bomie 


Itedlrect preeent 
profraM 




fiei^letlos 


State leader- 
•falp 


Croae ctmr 
pllance 


Itetlonal 
projecte 


Cootracte 


BoDue 


Radlrect preeeat 
protra«a 


T»tel oppoee eikd etroDt^r 


tcfntetlofi 


Croat co«- 
ptlaace 


State leeder- 
efalp 


Coatrecte 


Retloael 
projecte 


Boflua 


Redirect preeent 
protrasa 



Sources tebte 7-11. 
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realties hf 4e$ree of ii^port or oppoiltlom 


«mic fevaeft ead reachere 




»r «yfMltlo« 


rlftt 
\ 


8ec««d 


\ ThlH 


Fourth 


Fifth 


Sixth 


Se^eath ^ 




Ite41r«ct pment 


loam 


Ceatricte 


Stete lee^r- 
•hlp 


fteflooel 
project! 


Croee 

coeipllettce 


Itefuletloa 




Keilrect prei«»t 
pv«trm 


Iteflooel 
project! 


BooUJ 


Stete leeder- 
•hlp 


Coat recti 


Croee 

coapUeace 


Ites^Ietloa 


T«C#l •tr«(Dtlf •npport 
•ufport 


Redirect preicAt 
pret^M 


Bono* 


Coat recti 


Kef ioael 
project! 


Stete leeder^ 
•hip 


Croee cos* 
plleace 


ItegttletlOB 




Itefiilitloii 


Cro«i COB* 
pllince 


8tete leeder- 
^Ip 


Coatrecte (T) 


Refloael 
projecte (?) 


Booue 


ftedlEoct preeeat 
protrox 




Cro» co>- 
plleoce 


RegttlitloA 


Itefloiul 
project! 


8tete leeder- 
^Ip 


Coatrecja-N^^^ 


Soaoe 


Kedlrect preeent 
protreaa 


Tctil oppoie itroitflf 


Itegulitloii' 


cos* 
plliQce 


8tete leader* 
•hip 


Kef ion •! 
projecte 


Ceitt;recte 


Botiue 


ItedlEoct preeent 
proereve 



Source: teble 7-12. 



16 J 



D»tfft* of •vtpport 
or offotitloa Flnt 

litil^ to rtTw hH» 

■ fttCtltO— M l 

Verf Utb if fcctl^«tteii Is 
|cttlm coMcrvitloo oa tHe 
load * — 

ffltb cffOCtlT«OOII lO t^ttlOf 

coooimtloft 00 tbo lood-* 

y^mdim cffoctlvooeii in tcttlof 
Vxooocnotloo oo tlie !iod--»*— ItetionolA^ 

proJiGti 



Second 



Tlitrd 



Foortb 



Flftb 



Slutb 



Seveiiti 



RedlfOGt proooot Contncti 
procroM 

iedlre^t pre •cut Controcti 
pn>tr«at 



Redirect preiodt Stito Icidev 
profroM iblp 



CtoMM coo 
pllioci 

Cn>» coo 
pllincc 



Koto' It loo 



Reslotkol 
"^projccto 

Controcto 



SoSlonil 
ptojecti 



/ 



SJttte loidcr^ 
•blp 



Cro» 
plliflco 



Stitc loidor- 
•blp 



RcfUlitloft 



Softilitloo 



hem offoctlooaoM to laeffectl^ t 
Loo effoctl^veoMi Is (ottlog 
coooitYotloo 00 tbo Hod— 



Vcrf Iffit effoctl^eAOii Is 
tot tilt cooootYotloo OS tbe 
loii4 



Hot effective Is tettlsf coo- 
•cmtloa 00 tfce liod — 



Stitc Icidor^ 
•blp 



Stitc loidor- 
•blp 



Itctolitloo 



Itofloool 
project! 



Regulitloo 



Cro» Goio* 
pllisco 



Kctolitlos 



Croii COM- 
pllioci 



fltsto looder- 
•hlp 



Cro» COM* 
pllisco 



Kctloool 
""prbjccti 



Coo^( 



•cts 



Coiitricti 



Costrocto 



Rcsloool 
project! 



Redirect preeenV^ Bonue 
pro|roM 



Redirect pretest BoAue 
progrost 



Redirect preeedt 
progriM 



Source: teble 7*13. 
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Tible 7-20. --Fercfiiv«4 •ffcctlv«oeis »iiklii( of tM •Itfttiutlvi itrnftti^* «iM«t Utmtn iikd mcb^ri 

or opp«Altlcft ririt 8«ceiid Third ^ -foortb PIftb Sixth Sevcoth 

* 

MftdtMi to >rcrf hli^ ' ^ 

fcttlBg cofli^rrstlOQ oa the 

if^* Boom Itedlrect pr«eot Coiitricti Croii co»- Refulitlon Stite leider- Refio^l 

proftuM plliftCft ihlp project! 

Blfh effectlv«e» l« t«ttliit 

comemtlOQ ^ the liod-**— * Bonus Redirect pmeot Cootricti Retloito: ' Stste leider* ' Croii RefuUtloit 

proBi^MW ' projects su^r cc^^llioce 

Hedlivi effectlTeoe» In tettlet > 

cwtervntloa on the IttMj Itedlrect preieot Retloul St«te leider- Bom» Cro«i com- \ Co^tricts Regulitloo 

>rotr«M project! ship pllmce \ 

loy effectlirtfleoo to Ineffective : 
LoFW effectlveoein la gettlnt 

I coneemtlon.on the lind*--'— * Reglooel ^ fltite leader- Croei co«- Ikfulition Redirect preient Cootricti Boom 

^ ' project! thlp pUioce T^^n^ prog rm 

Very low effectlveoeii lo 

fottlnt coniervitlon on the / ^ 

Itfld' — — RefulitloQ State leider- Cro» co«- Retloctol Contricti Redirect pretent Boom 

•hip pllince projects profrontf 

Hot. effective in gettlnf con- 

•emtlon on the Und-^ Refulitloo Cro» cott* Stite leider- Retloool Contricti Boom Redirect preieni 

/ pllince ihlp projects proti^ent 

Source: tibl^ ' ' 

/ 
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r 

Frlorlty titlot Pltit Secofld tlilH ^Jftirth Flftb 81ith Sev«ttU 

prot^TMi* plliiG« iblp proJ«Gti 

ftlth gMMttil titloi^ i«GOI»d 

priority j|«dir«Gt pM^l Booiti C<HitriGt« lt«|loa«l ^' Croi* cod- 5tit« l*»d*r- S«jitl«tioit ^ 

progruM proJ«Gti plliocv ibif 

H^lua t«i«r«l titlast tbl*rd 

priority ^ — Retlooil RedlrsGt pr«*iit 5tit« l*»d*r- Co»ii£±cU Croi* co»- Boaiti Regitlitioa 

proJ^Gti prottMW iblp pllioGe 

tMkeril ritlnf » fovrtb 

priority H^liooal StAt« l*id*r- Retitlil^ioQ Crosi gop- CoDtriGto Banut RedirsGt present 

proj«Gti iblp pllioc« pt^gtmm 

V*ry loir t»>«^«l ritlot, flftb ^* 

ittd ilitb priority K^fulitlva ' Stit« l*id*r- Croii ecm* ReffoftsI CocitriGti Booiu Redir«Gt prtMt - 

ihip pli^nGe proJ«Gti px9%twm 

»lo tbli f bl» CP*ienti~iboi»liit t»o»ril ritlngi iiiiyied by r»ipond»iiti gre GottbiiMd vitb priorltit^g iiilftted by reipondeoti. 
SodrG«; tibl« 7-15* ^ 
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T«ble 7-11 . — Generit r«tliit«* «ade by tutmtn «iid nachen for tbe «lteri»tlve •triteftei 

Fcl^rlty r«tlQg Firit Second Third Fourth Fifth Si«t^ ^ ^S«vciith 

Very high t^neril retlflf* fl»t 

priority — * K^lrect pt««nt Boom Cootrecti Stite leider* ttesionil Cro» c«i- Kegulitlo.. 

progrMs ihip project! plienc^ 

l|liht«*er«l retltif. eecood 

priority— — * Bonua Kedlcect preeent Contrecte Stete teeder- Keglonel Cto» c«i- , Retuletion 

progroM ehlp projects pllence 

HediiM t«>«nl ntlng, third 

priority * JteflooAl Redirect preeeat Stete leeder- Cootrectto ^ Croee cow* Bonus RofiiUtion 

project! progravo ehlp pllmce 

Lc« aentnl retlat» fourth 

priority-*---" * — Itefionet Croee co«- Stete leeder- Refuletloo Contrecte Redirect preeent Bonue 

project! pllencG ehlp pro|rw! 

Very low getierel retUg* fifth 

end eieth priority — ' Refuletion Croee cop- St«te leeder^ Jtefiooel Contrecte Bonue Itedirect preeent 

plience ehlp projecte prograM i 

4 , 

*lo thie teble coiMote ebowing geoerel retioge eeet^n^d by r^epontente «re copbioed vlth priQritlee eeelgoed by reepoodente. 
Source: teble 7-16, 



4 ^ 



1 ( o 



ERIC 



Table 7-23.— Redirecting Preseat Conservatioa Programs, Kortheast region: 
summary of commeats expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 










Strongly 








support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 






Respondeat type 


hfi i«n.h A 


Percent 


Kunber 


rercenL 


nUJDDer 


Percent 


rtumQer 


irercenL 


Number 


Percent 




956 


39.0 


976 


39.8 


263 


10.7 


256 


10.4 


7 ill 


100 0 


Local government'- 


911 


53.3 


491 


28.7 


94 


5.5 


213 


12.5 


1,709 


100.0 


Federal governmtnt — 


396 


54.6 


223 


30 .V 


24 


3.3 


82 


11.3 


725 


100.0 


Environmental 
























92 


U7.U 


50 


25.8 


17 


8.8 


35 


18.0 


194 


100.0 


Farm organizations-*- 


113 


54.8 


53 


25.7 


16 


7.8 


24 


11.7 


206 


100.0 




IQU 


43.9 


90 


38.0 


17 


7.2 


26 


10.9 


237 


100.0 




2,572 


46.6 


1,883 


34.1 


431 


7.8 


636 


11.5 


5,522 


100.0 



Table 7-24 . --Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, Midwest region: 
summary of comments expressing support or opposition 

Strongly Strongly 

support Support Oppose oppose Total 



Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



ERLC 





4,951 


40. 


8 


4,478 


36.9 


1,101 


9.0 


1,615 


13.3 


12,145 


100.0 


Local government 


4,803 


52. 


0 


2,590 


28.1 


488 


5.3 


1,349 


14.6 


9,230 


,000.0 


Federal government-- 


2,046 


57. 


0 


1,025 


28.6 


111 


3.1 


407 


11.3 


3,589" 


100.0 


Envlronmental 
























groups 


258 


54. 


5 


125 


26.4 


31 


6.6 


59 


12.5 


473 


100.0 


Farm organizations — 


187 


42. 


4 


144 


32.7 


31 


7.0 


79 


17.9 


441 


100.0 


All other 


367 


50. 


5 


217 


29.9 


29 


4.0 


113 


15.6 


726 


100.0 


Total 


12,612 


47. 


4 


8,579 


32.3 


1,791 


6.7 


3,622 


13.6 


26,604 


100.0 



Table — Redirecting Present Conservation Frograas, South region: 

^uMiary of coments expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 










Stroagly 








support 


Support 


Oppose 




oppose 




Total 


Respoadent type 

/ 


Nudibe r 


percent 






Number Percent 


Number 


Pe rcent 


Number 


Pe rcent 




- 5,151 


39.1 


5,573 


42.3 


1,228 


9.3 


1,221 


9.3 


13,173 


100.0 


Local govenment — 


- 4,523 


55.4 


1,986 


24.3 


758 


9.3 


894 


11.0 


8,161 


100.0 


Federal goverament- 


- 2,289 


57.8 


1,074 


27.2 


185 


4.7 


409 


10.3 


3,957 


100.0 


Enviroiuiental 






















groups 


202 


51.7 


104 


26.6 


22 


5.6 


63 


16.1 


391 


100.0 


Farm organizatioas- 


306 


64.4 


91 


19.2 


23 


4.8 


55 


11.6 


475 


100.0 


All other 


- 453 


46.1 


330 


33.5 


82 


8.3 


119 


12.1 


984 


100.0 


Total 


-12,924 


47.6 


9,158 


33.7 


2,298 


8.5 


2,761 


10.2 


27,141 


100.0 



£ Tahle 7-26. — Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, West region: 

summary of c<Hmnents expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 






Strongly 






support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 


Total 


Respondent type 


Number percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 





1,173 


38.9 


951 


31. 


5 


450 


14 


.9 


442 


14.7 


3,01^ 


100.0 


Local government 


1,532 


48.3 


639 


20. 


1 


480 


15 


.1 


523 


16.5 


3,174 


100.0 


Federal government — 


839 


59.5 


357 


25, 


3 


158 


11 


.2 


56 


4.0 


1,410 


100.0 


Environiiental 




























kl 


37.9 


32 


28. 


8 


26 


23 


.4 


11 


9.9 


111 


100.0 


Farm organizations-- 


46 


39.0 


34 


28. 


8 


23 


19 


.5 


15 


12.7 


118 


100.0 


AU other 


143 


52.6 


80 


29. 


4 


31 


11 


.4 


18 


6.6 


272 


100.0 



Tot.ai- 



3,775 46.6 2,093 25.8 l»l6fi 14.4 . 1,065 13.2 8,101 100.0 
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Table 7-27.*^*Cros8 Compliance, Northeast, region: 
stuanary of conoients expressing support or opposition 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



Respondent type 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 




654 


26.1 


597 


23 


.8 


704 


28. 


1 


551 


22.0 


2,506 


100.0 


Local governinent 


606 


36.5 


■ 438 


26 


.4 


231 


13. 


9 


386 


23.2 


1,661 


100.0 


Federal governnent-- 


279 


38.5 


188 


26 


.0 


76 


10. 


5 


181 


25.0 


724 


100.0 


Enviroiunental 




























75 


36.6 


54 


26 


.3 


28 


13. 


7 


48 


23.4 


205 


100.0 


Farm organizations — 


76 


36.3 


57 


27 


.3 


28 


13. 


4 


48 


23.0 


209 


100.0 




78 


33.8 


54 


23 


.4 


36 


15. 


5 


63 


27.3 


231 


100.0 




1,768 


31 .9 


1,388 


25 


.1 


1,103 


19. 


9 


1,277 


23.1 


5,536 


100.0 



Table 7-28.-*Cross Compliance, Midwest region: 
sumniary of ctijnments expressing support or opposition 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



Respondent type 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 




2,961 


22.3 


3,410 


25.7 


3,956 


29.8 


2,936 


22.2 


13,263 


100.0 


Local govsrnment 


3,043 


32.6 


2,235 


23.9 


1,740 


18.6 


2,325 


24.9 


9,343 


100.0 


Federal government — 


1,252 


34.1 


995 


27.1 


414 


11.2 


1,013 


27.6 


3,674 


100.0 


Environmental 
























236 


51.6 


115 


25.2 


26 


5.7 


80 


17.5 


457 


100.0 


Farm organlzai lons-- 


126 


28.7 


108 


24.6 


86 


19.6 


U9 


27.1 


439 


100.0 




286 


37.6 


225 


29.6 


54 


7.1 


195 


25.7 


760 


100.0 




7,904 


28.3 


7 ,088 


25.4 


6,276 


22.4 


6,668 


23.9 


27,936 


100.0 
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Table 7-'29,^*Cro&s Coopliance, South region: 
sunnary of cofnmeiit& expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 










Strongly ^ 








support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose / 




Total 


Respondent type 


Nuiiiber 

Al Bill r b 


Percent 


Nuiober 


Percent 


Numher 


Percent 




Perceiit 


Number 


Percent 




2,339 


18.2 


2,377 


18,5 


5,316 


41.4 


2,810 


21,9 


1^,842 


100.0 


Local govenwnent 


.2,078 


25.7 


1,589 


19,6 


2,504 


30.9 


1,927 


23,8 


16,098 


100,0 


Federal governwent — 


1,218 


30.1 


981 


24,3 


748 


18.5 


1,094 


27,1 


^,041 


100.0 


Envirouental 






















groups 


135 


33.1 


95 


23.3 


87 


21.3 


91 


22,3 


408 


100,0 


Fam organizations-- 


129 


24.2 


107 


20.0 


173 


32.4 


125 


23.4 


534 


100,0 




287 


28.1 


269 


26,3 


211 


22.2 


239 


23,4 


1,022 


100. 0 




6,186 


23.0 


5,418 


20. 1 


9,055 


33.6 


6,286 


23.3 


26,945 


100.0 
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Table 7-30.*-Cross Compliance, Vest region: 
suuiiiary of cotnaents expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 






Strongly 






support 


Suppor\^ 


Oppose 


oppose 


Total 


Respondent type 


Number Percent 


Ku0iber Percent 

\ 
1 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Kufliber Percent 



ERiC 





564 


17.2 


770 


i3 


.5 


1,171 


35 


.8 


769 


23,5 


3,274 


100.0 


Local gov*rii0ient 


823 


25.9 


492 


15 


.5 


1,053 


33 


.2 


805 


25.4 


3,173 


100.0 


Federal government — 


514 


35.4 


341 


23 


.5 


198 


13 


.6 


400 


27.5 


1,453 


100.0 


Envi ronmenta 1 




























36 


32.7 


33 


30 


.0 


13 


11 


.8 


28 


25.5 


HQ 


100,0 


Farm organizations — 


25 


18.5 


25 


18 


,5 


54 


40 


.0 


31 


23.0 


135 


100.0 




97 


33.6 


65 


22 


.5 


39 


13 


.5 


88 


30,4 


289 


100.0 


Total 


2,059 


24.4 


1,726 


20 


.5 


2,528 


30 


,0 


2,121 


25.1 


8,434 


100.0 



Table 7-31. — Regional Resource Project Approach, Northeast region: 
siunnary of coiments expressing support or opjposition 



St ron g ly St ron gly 

support Suppo^'t Oppose oppose Total 



Respondent type Nuiober Percent Nuniber Percent Number Percent Nuidier Percent Number Percent' 



Individual 595 28.8 605 29.3 427 20,7 436 21.2 2,063 100.0 

Local government 551 34 . 3 520 32 .4 170 10.6 365 22.7 1 ,606 100 . 0 

Federal govetnnent— 254 37 . 1 213 31 . 1 38 5.6 179 26 .2 684 100.0 
Environmental 

groups - 74 37 . 7 ■ 76 38 . 8 17 8.7 29 14.8 196 100 . 0 

Farm organizations— 61 31.5 73 37.6 15 7.7 45 23.2 194 100.0 

All other — 56 26 .9 81 39 . 0 19 9.1 52 25 . 0 208 100 . 0 



Total 1,591 32.1 1,568 31.7 686 13.9 1,106 22.3 4,951 100.0 



•»4 
1 

Table 7-32. — Regional Resource Project Approach, Midwest region: 
sionmary of comments expressing support or opposition 



Strongly Strongly 
support Support Oppose oppose Total 



Respoadl^nt type Number Percent Nuober Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Individual—- 2,664 23.7 3,549 31.6 2,271 20.2 2,755 24.5 11,239 100.0 

Local government 2,841 32.3 2,673 30.4 956 10.9 2,323 26-4 8,793 100.0 

Federal government— 1,054 30.0 1,228 35.0 214 6.1 1,014 28.9 3,510 100.0 
Envlroomental 

groups 169 38.7 150 34.3 22 5.0 96 22.0 437 100.0 

Farm organizations— 122 29.1 120 28.7 76 18.1 ~ 101 24.1 419 100.0 

All other 213 29-3 269 37.0 27 3.7 218 30.0 727 100.0 



Total 7,063 28.1 7,989 31.8 3,566 14.2 6,507 25.9 25,125 100.0 



Er|c18S 
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Table 7-33. — Regional Resource Project Approach, South region: 
suMiary of convents expressing support or opposition' 



support Support Oppose oppose Total 

Respondent type Nuttber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Individual 2,307 21,9 2,732 ^ 26.0 3,037 28,8 2,449 23.3 10,525 100,0 

Local government 1,997 26.2 1,917 25.1 1,517 19.9 2,196 28,8 7,627 100.0 

Federal government— 1,049 27.1 1,162 30.1 426 11,0 1,227 31,8 3,864 100.0 

Environmental ^ 

groups 130 35.0 99 26.7 42 11.3 100 27,0 3TY 100.0 

Farm organizations— l4l 28.8 127 25.9 118 24,1 104 21,2 490 100.0 

All other 268 28.1 349 36.6 128 13,5 208 21.8 953 100.0 



Total 5,892 2^77 67386 2678 57268 22.1 ^^728? 2675 23,830 TooTo 



Table 7^34, — Regional Resource Project Approach, West region; 

summary of coimnents expressing support or opposition 

Strongly Strongly 

support Support Oppose oppose Total 

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Individual 657 24.3^ 739 27.3 649 24,0 662 24;4 2,707 100.0 

tocal government 959 32.2 695 23.3 606 20.4 719 24,1 2,979 100,0 

Federal government— 448 32,2 ^24 30.5 95 6.9 423 30.4 1,390 100,0 
Environmental 

groups 33 31.1 32 30.2 10 9-4 31 29,3 106 100.0 

Farm organizations— 30 26.6 31 27.4 14 12.4 38 33,6 113 100.0 

All other 93 35.6 86 33.0 20 7.6 62 23, S 261 100,0 



Total 2,220 29.4 2,007 26.6 1,394 18.4 1,935 25.6 7,556 100,0 



Table 7-3S.-*St«te L««derfthip, Northeast regioa: 
auMMry of coMieiita expreaaiag sti^port or oppoaitioa 





StroQgly 








St rongly 








siq>port 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose ^ 




iotai 


KeapoQoeQti tiype 


Nunber 


Pe rceat 


r- r 

Nujnber Percent 


Nuaber 


Percent 


Nunber 


Percent 


- — - — 
Niuiber 


— — 

Percent 




587 


26.5 




589 


26.5 


525 


23.7 


£ 1 £ I / 


lUU . u 


Local govenuaent* — * 


568 


35.4 


432 26.9 


195 


12.2 


410 


25.5 


1,605 


100.0 


rederai goveniMQii** 


loo 


23. o 




77 


10.9 


2w 


34.9 


/OD 


lUU . u 


Eavirouieatal 






















70 


36.3 


54 28.0 


18 


9.3 


51 


26.4 


193 


10I..0 




70 


35.5 


53 26.9 


23 


11.7 


51 


25.9 


107 

17/ 


inn n 




86 


39.3 


79 36.1 


13 


5.9 


41 


18.7 


219 

t 


100.0 






30.2 


1.348 26.2 


915 


17.8 


1,324 






1M n 
lUU . u 






Table 


7-36.— State Leadership, 


Hidwest 


regioa; 




* 








suimary of comeats expressing support or 


opposition 








St roagly 








St rongly 








support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 




Total 


[(espoade.^t type 


Number 


Percent 


Nunber Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Nuiaber 


Percent 





3, 


,231 


27 


.5 


3, 


,261 


27 


.7 


2,766 


23 


.5 


2,510 


21 


.3 


11 


,768 


100 


.0 


Local govenuBcnt- 


3, 


,418 


38 


.2 


2, 


,330 


26. 


.0 


1,061 


11. 


.8 


2,145 


24 


.8 


8 


,954 


100 


.0 


Federal goveronent — 


1, 


,062 


29 


.7 


1, 


,158 


32. 


.4 


377 


10 


.5 


978 


27 


.4. 


3 


,575 


100 


.0 


Envirooaental 










































188 


41 


.7 




128 


28. 


.4 


42 


. 9 


.3 


93 


20 


.6 




451 


100 


.0 


Fart) organizations — 




147 


34 


.2 




126 


29 


.3 


72 


16 


J 


85 


19 


.8 




430 


100 


.0 






271 


37 


.1 




262 


35 


.8 


35 


4 


.8 


163 


22 


.3 




731 


100 


.0 



Total- 



8,317 32.1 7,265 28.0 4,353 16.8 5,974 23.1 25,909 100.0 



er|c 
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Tahle 7-37. — State Leadership, South region: 
suopary of comoents eij^ressing support or ^pposxtion' 





Strongly 










Strongly 




4 




support 


Support 


Oppose 1 


oppose 


^otal 


Respondent type 


Nuaber 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


- 


2,030 


18.3 


2,263 


20.3 


3,951 


35.5 


2,880 


25.9 


11,124 


100.0- 


Local govenuMnt 


1,836 


23.4 


1,387 


17-6 


2,288 


29.1 


2,350 


29.9 


7,861 


100.0 


Federal governsient — 


653 


16.2 


823 


20.4 


913 


22.6 


1,646 


40.8 


4,035 . 


100.0 


Envi ronaental 
























119 


31.1 


89 


23.2 


66 


17.2 ' 


109 


28.5 


383 


100.0- 


Farm organization 


145 


28 q7 


99 


19 .*6 


146. 


28.9 


115 


■22.8 ■ 


505 - 


100.0 


All other 


272 


27-. 8 


• 258 


26.3 


216 


22.1 


233 


*23.8 


979 


100.0 



Total - 5.055' 20.3 4.919 19.8 7.580 30.4 ' 7.333 29.5 24.887 100.0 



Table 7*38. — State Leadership. Vest region; 
sumoiary of cooaents expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 






Strongly 






^ , support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 


Total 


Respondent type 


Nuifiber Pertent 


Number Percent 


Nuiaber Percent 


Number Percent 


Number percent 





663 


24.1 


800 


29 


.0 


684 


24 


.8 


609 


22 


.1 


2,756 


100.0 


Local government 


1,046 


34.8 


642 


21 


.3 


655 


21 


.8 


667 


22 


.1 


3,010 


100 .0 


Federal government — 


372 


26.0 


365 


25 


.5 


189. 


13 


.2 


506 


35 


.3 


1,432 


100.0 


Environmental 






























28 


24.8 


20 


17 


.7 


25 


22 


.1 


40 


35 


.4 


113 


100.0 


Farm organizations — 


29 


24.8 - 


31 


26 


.5 


15 


12 


.8 


42 


35 


.9 


117 


100.0 


All other 


97 


36,1 


85 ■ 


31 


.6 


31 


11 


.5 


56 


20 


.8 


269 


100.0 


Total 


2,235 


29.0 


1,943 


25 


.2 


1,599 


20 


.8 


1,921 


25 


.0 


7,698 


100.0 



Table 7-39.'*'Reguldtory Emphasis, Northeast Region: 
suflmiary of conuients expressing support or oppositibn 



\ 



Strongly 
Support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Respondent type 



Nunlber Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Number Percent 



Total 
Number Percent 



, Individual 449 

Local government---- 414 

Federal government — l&l 
Eoviroomental 

groups--* 56 

Fam organizations**' 56 

All other-* 50 

^ Total----. 1.186 



18. 
24, 
21. 

29, 
26, 
22, 



512 
338 
167 

31 
47 
61 



20, 
20. 
22, 

16, 
22, 
27.5 



829 
399 
172 

38 
40 
36 



33.8 
25.6 
23.4 

19.7 
18.9 
16.2 



660 
538 
235 

\ 68 
69 
75 



27, 
31, 
32, 

35. 
32. 
33.8 



2.450 
1.689 
735 

^ 193 
212 
222 



21.6 1.156 



21.0 



1.514 



27.5 



1.645 



29.9 5.501 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



100.0 



I 



Table 7-40. — Regulatory Eoipbasis.lHidwest Region: 
sumnary of coaments expressing suppllprt or opposition ^ 



Respondent type 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent {Number Percent Number Percent 



ERIC 



Individual 2,180 

Local government 2,380 

Federal government — 835 
Environmental 

• groups 170 

Farm organizations — 99 
All other 173 

Total 5,837 



17. 

26, 
23. 



38.8 



22. 
24. 



2.596 
2.001 
855* 

111 
90 
177 



20, 
22. 
24, 

25. 
20. 
24. 



4.394 
1.862 
544 

42 
• 118 
104" 



35. 1 
21.1 
15.5 

9.6 
26.9 
14.5 



• 3*, 361 
2.598 
, 1.282 

115 
132 
265 



26. 
29. 
36 

26, 
30, 



36.8 



12.531 
* 8.841 
3.516 

438 
439 
719 



22.0 5,830 



22.0 7.064 



26.7 7.753 



100. 
100, 
100, 

100. 
100. 
100. 



29.3 26.484 4IOO.O 



1 0!^ 



Table 7-41- — ReguXatoiy Enphasis, South Region: 
suima'ry o^ comeots expressing ' sUpport or opposition 



Strongly - Strongly 

support Support Oppose oppose Total 

t : ^ ' • 

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 



Individual 


1,594 


12.9 


1,741 


14. 1 


6,086 


49.1 


2,964 


23.9 


12,385 


100. 


0 


Local govemmeot 


1,346 


15.9 


1,180 


14.0 


3,843 


45.6 


2,066 


24.5 


8,435 


100. 


0 


Federal govemnent — 


616 


14.6 


746 


I7.J 


1,484 


35.3 


1,364 


32.4 


4,210 


100. 


0 


EovironiBeotal 
























groups •*- 


90 


. 20.9 


82 


19.1, 


140 . 


32.6 


118 


27.4 


430 


100, 


0 


Fam organizations — ' 


93 


17.7 


79 


15. 1 


205 


39.1 


. 147 


28.1 


524 


100. 


0 


All other--- 


175 


16.9 


232 


22.4 


353 


34.2 


274 


26.5 


1,034 


100. 


0 


Total 


3,914 


14.5 


4,060 


15.0 


I2-,III 


44.8 


6,933 


25.7 


27,018 


100. 


0 



Table 7-42.-7Regulato]:y Emphasis, Vest Region: 
summary of comments expressing support or opposition 



Strongly Strongly 
support Support Oppose oppose ' Total 

Respmdent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 





427 


r4 


.1 


542 


18.0 


1,206 


39. 


9 


847 


28 


.0 


3,022 


100. 


0 


Local government 


622 


19 


.6 


500 


15.7 


1,183 


37. 


3 


871 


27 


.4 


3,176 . 


100. 


0 


Federal government — 


314 


21 


.2 


267 


18.0 


362 


24. 


5 


537 


36 


.3 


1,480 


100. 


0 


Environmental 
























V 








25 


21 


.6 


25 


21.6 


32 


27. 


5 


3A 


29 


.3 


116 


100. 


0- 


Farm organizationf:--* 


"25 


18 


.7 


20 


14.9 


53 


39. 


5 


36 


26 


.9 


134 


100. 


0 


All other ^ 


60 


19 


.6 


49 


16.0 


88 


26. 


8 


109 


35 


.6 


• 306 


100. 


0 


Total 


1,473 


17 


.9 


1,403 


17.0 


2,924 ' 


• 35. 


j 


2,434 


29*. 6 


8,234 


ICO. 


0 



' V3t^ ' . 19; 





Table 7-43. ^^Conservation Performance .Bonus , Kprtheast region: 
sunmary of comments expressing support or opposition 



support 



"""Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



Respondent type 



Number Percent Number Percent Number percent ^ Number Percent Number Percent 



Individual 873 

Local government 848 

Federal ^Pyemment — 326 
Environmental 

groups 116 

Fano organizations-'^ 131 

^TJll other 101 

Tot^l 2,395 



38. 
53. 
46. 

58. 
66. 
45. 



773 
364 
202 

37 

30- 

75 



34.1 
22.8 
28.9 

18.6 
15.2 
33.6 



319, 
116 

■ 35 

16 
8 
15 



14.1 
7.3 
5.1 

8.0 
4.0 
6.7 



301 
267 
135 

30 
29 
32 



13.3 
16.7 
19.3 

15.1 
14.6 
14.4 



2.266 
1,595 
698- 

199 
198 
223 



46.-3 1,4,81 



28.6 



509 



9.8 



794 



15.3 



5,179 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100^ 



100.0 



Table 7-44. — Conservat-ion Perfoxmance Bonus , ^Hidwest region: 
siuanary of conments expressing support or opposition 



Respondent type 



Strongly 
support 



Support 



Oppose 



Strongly 
oppose 



Total 



Number Percent . Number.- Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 




Individual 4,885 

Local government- 5,062 

Federal govenment^ 1,936 
Environmental 

, groups 263 

Farm organizations — 200 

All other " 383 

. Total 12,729 



40.5 
56.6 
53.9 

57.3 
47.6 
51.9 



3,710 
1,956 
932 

103 
102 
21.3 ~ 



30.8 
21.9 
2.6 

22.4 
24.3 



1,611 
585 
153 

38 
39 
35 



13.4 
6-5 
4.3 

8.3 
9.3 
4.7 



1,854 
1,340 
569 

55 
79 
107 



15.3 
15.0 
15.8 

12.0 

18.8* 

14.5 



12,0^0 
8,943 
3,590 

459 
420 
738 



48,5 



100 
100 

100. 

100 
100 

100. 



7,016 2678 2746r 9A 4,004 * 15.3 26,210 100.0 



Table 7^45 . ^^Conservation Performance Bonus,' South region: 
summary of coiments expressing support or opposition 

Strongly '. ^ ] Strongly 

support Support Oppose ^ oppose ' Total 

' "l[espcrnd^nt"1iype Number Percent Number Percent ' Number Percent Number^ Percent Number Percent 

Individual" ^,192^ ^7.9 3,069 27.7 ' 2,213 20.0 1,598 14.4^ 11,072 100.0 

Local government— -;>>7fllb 49.8 1,587 20.8 855 11.2 1,393 18.2 7,645 100.0 

Federal goveri)ment— 1,855 47.4 996 25*4 287 7.3 778 19.9 3,916 100.0 
Envitonmental 

gr^jipl^ 203 *S3.6 £5 22.4 12 3.2 79 20.8 379' 100.0 

Fat© organisations— ' 228 47.0 123 .25.4 59 12.2 75 15*4 485 100.0^ 

All 6ther 407 41.3 306 31.0 103 10.5 170 17.2, 986 100.0 

Total 10,695 43.7 6,166 25*2 3,529 1474 4,093 167? 24,483 100.0 

' , ^ 

If ^ ^ . . . 

Tat>?e 7-46. — Conservation Performance Bonus, West region: 
summary of consents expressing support or opposition 

Strongly ~ ' ] Strongly " ^ " 

support Support Oppose oppose Tolial 

Respondent type Number Percent Nujdber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 







■37 


.5 


909 


30.8 


426 


14.4 


509 


17.3 


2 


,948 


100. 


0 


'Local government 


1,453 


48 


■ 3 


601 


20.0 


467 


15.5 


489/ 


16.2 


3 


,010 


100. 


0 


Federal governraent-- 


700 


49 


.8 


411 


29.2 


53 


3.8 


2f2 


17.2 


1 


,406 


100. 


0 


Environmental 










* 




















60 


55 


.6 


21 


^19.4 


10 


9.3 


17 


15.7 




108 


100. 


0 


Farm organizations-- 


57 


48 


■ 3 


25 


21.2 


14 


11.9 


22 


18.6 




118 


100. 


0 




134 


47 


.3 


81 


28.6 


24 


8.5 


44 


15.6 




283 


100. 


0 




3,508 


44 


.6 


2,048 


26.0 


994 


12.6 


1,323 


16.8 


7 


,873 


100. 


0 



ERIC 
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Table 7-47, 
suiMDary 


/ 

— Natural Resource Contracts, Northeast region: 
ot comneats expreS'Sing support or opposition 




Strongly , 
^upporC r... - 


Strongly 

.. .::Suppor-t — — ■- -Oppose. — ^-joppos€t . , Total " ^ 


Respctpdent type 


Number Percent 


Niimber Percent Number Percent Nunber Percent Number Percent 





611 


29 


.6 


484 


23. 


5 


507 


24.6 


459 


22. 


3 


2 


,061 


100 


.0 


Local- governuient 


572 


35 


.9 


350 


21. 


9 


268. 


16.8 


406 


25. 


4 


1 


,596 


100 


.0 


Federal government — 


208 . 


29 


.8 


175 


25. 


1 


73 


10.5 ■ 


241 


34. 


6 




697 


100 


.0 


Eavirooneatal 


































79 


40 


.9 


46 


23. 


6 


26 


13.5 


42 


21. 


8 




193 


^100 


.0 


FanD organizatlons-- 


86 


43 


.4 


52 


26. 


3 


19 


9.6 


41 


20. 


7 ■ 




198 


100 


.0 


All other'' ■- 


65 


31. 


0 


56 


26. 


7 


32 


15.2 


57 


27. 


1 . 




210 ' 


100 


.0 


Total 


1,621 


32 


.7 


1,163 


23. 


5 


925 


18.7 


1,246 


25. 


1 


4 


,955 


100 


.0 



I 



Table 7'48. — Natural Resource Contracts, Hidwest region: 
sunmry of coments expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 




* 






Strongly 








support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 




Total 


.Respondent type 


Number 


Pe rcent 


Number 


Percent 


NumSer 


Percent 


!iufflber 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 




3,380 


29.6 


2,969 


26.2 


2,302 


20.3 


2,693 


23.7 


!1,3U 


100.0 


Local government — 


3,574 


40.2 


2,184 


24.6 


965 


10.9 


2,156 


24.3 


8,879 


100.0 


Federal government — 


1,291 


36.5 


1,041 


29.5 


265 


7.5 


933 


26.5 


3,530 


Too.o 


Environmental 
























195 


43. 1 


102 


22.6 


50 


11. 1 


105 


23.2 


452 


100.0 


Farm organizations — 


157 


36.6 


92 


• 21.5 


79 


18.4 


101. 


23.5 


429 


100.0 




274 


38.2 


224 


31.2 


48 ^ 


6.7 


171 


23.9 


717 


100.0 




8,871 


35.0 


6,612 


26. 1 


3,709 


14.6 


6,159 


24.3 


25,351 


100^0 



ERIC 



202 



203 



J— 



t 



Table 7-49, -^-Natural Resource Contract^, South jregion: 
fiuiMkary ot coaments expressing support or opposition 





Strongly 










Strongly 








support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 




Total 


Respondent type 

* 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Pfercent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 




2,896 


26.9 


2,391 


22,2 


3,229 


30.0 


2,241 


20,9 


10,757 


100,0 


Local governineat 


2,734 


34.9 


1,472* 


18,8 


1,793 


22,9 


1,838 


23,4 


7,837 


100.0 


Federal goverabent — 


1,243 


31.1 


945 


23,7 


662 


16,6 


1,141 


28 ,,6 


3,991 


100,0 


Envirotmental 






















groups 1 


158 


41,3 


89 


23,3 


53 


13.9 


d2 


21.5' 


382 


100,0 


Farn organizations-^ 


168 


35,8 


107 


22,8 


90 


19.2 


104 


22.2 


469 


100.0 


'AU'other 


299 


31,0 


261 


27,0 


..170 


17.6 


235 


24,4 


965 


100,0 


Total 


7,498 


■ 30.^ 


5,265 


21,6 


5,997 


24,6 


5,641 


23,1 


24,4.01 


100.0 



^ ^ Table 7-50*--Natural Resource Contracts, West region: 

sunanary of comaents expressing support or opposition 









•> 


















Strongly 










Strongly 




Total 




support 


Support 


Oppose 


oppose 




Respondent type 


Nuinber 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Pe rcent 


Number 


Pe rcent 


Number 

a 


Percent 




754 


26.8 


752 


26.8 


^ 

641 


22.8 


664 


23.6 


2,811 


100.0 


local government - 


1,036 




553 


18.6 


659 


22.2 


724 


24.4 


2,972 


100.0 


Federal government-* 


522 


3772^-^ 




, 27.0 


128 


9.1 


- 375 


26.7 


1,404 


100.0 


Environmental 
























'53 


47.3 


25 




13' 


11.6 


21 


18,8 


112 


100.0 


FatiD organizations — 


41 


35.0 


36 


30.8 




12.0 


26 


22,2 


117 


100.0 


All other r 


95 


35.7 


77 


* 29.0 


29 


10.9 


65 


24,4 


266 


100.0 




2,501 


32.6 


1,822 


23,7 


1,484 


19.3 


1 ,875 


24.4 


^682 


100.0 



ERIC 



Chapter 8 - Alternatives, Objectives, and Activities 

USDA, through the RCA process, identified seven areas^of concern for soil, 
wat€r, and related resources and proposed conservation objectives for each. 
The Depart:iDent also proposed strategies - that might bemused to impleoent the 
national soil and water conservation program. The^y^ strategies include two 
organizational refinements-^-redirecting present pi^ograms and expanding state 
leadership; two incentives^ -conservation bonuses ^no uatural resource con* 
tracts; two disincentives — cross compliance aniT regulation; and a region^ 
alized approach to problem solving. 

Preceding chapters discuss the public's comutents on the acceptability of the 
proposed strategies, their judgments.^on the importance of soil and water ^ 
conservation objectives; and their preferred kinds of activities. Host 
respondents address strategies and objectives- individual ly, expressing sup- 
port or opposition without commenting on which strategies would be most 
effective in achieving each of the KCA objectives. Other respondents comment 
on the acceptability of a strategy or suggest adopting valtious combinations 
of strategies. Those coimnents are analyzed in chapter 7. m 

Comments saying which strategies and activities might best achieve specific 
objectives are analyzed in this chapter. Although many comments (168,147) 
address the relationship between alternatives, objectives, and activities, 
most of these comments (74 percent) express opinions on the effectiveness 
of the strategies in achieving conservation goals in general. The remaining 
comments discuss specific RCA goals in terms of program administration (both 
funding and which level of novernsent should be responsible for carrying 
out the-'programs), choice^^etween the use of incentives and disincentives 
and between voluntary and mandatory programs, and specific conservation 
practices and policies that might be used to accomplish the objectives.' Less 
than 1 percent of the comments link specific strategies with specific KCA 
objectives. 

Some respondents comment that they were not given enough information about 
the programs and proposed strategies to adequately relate the strategies and 
conservation objectives. Otherc can see no clear connection between strategies 
and objectives. These comments and the small number of responses addres^sing 
the relationship between strategies and objectives may indicate a need for^ 
USDA to clarify how the strategies would achieve the objectives. 

Because the total number of responses received during the RCA public review 
period was large, the responses were coded for computer processing. Comments 
relating alternatives, objectives, and activities were coded in maiiv different 
ways, making it difficult to identify all of them. Analysts attempted to 
retrieve these comments using the topic code^comment code combinations; 
however, many of them could have been retrieved only by reading the qriginal 
letters . 



ERLC 
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Alternative Strategies 

The alternative strategies'theoiselves are analyzed in detail in chapter 7. 
This section analyzes ^those comnents that specify alternatives to meet each 
of the RCA objectives* Table 8-1 displays the preferences of the respondents 
in using .the alternatives to meet the resource objectives. Table 7-*2 (page 
7'2) shows cooments rating the strategies' effectiveness in getting conservation 
on the land. 



Redirecting present conservation programs is the preferred alternative for 
meeting most of the resource objectives. Respond^ts favor linking programs 
more closely to soil and watfer conservation objectives, phasing out programs 
that duplicate services or do not contribute to meeting the objectives, 
iiDpleaenting conservation practices more effectively^ and offering programs 
that will pay off for the farmer. Those who support redirection are also 
concerned about excessive government involvement and prefer the volimtary 
nature of present programs. 



ERIC 



State leadership is ranked as the second most favored alternative in achieving 
specific conservation objectives. Most comments, however, say that giving 
the state an expanded role in a program that involves national leadership and 
local responsibility is preferable to giving leadership of the program to the 
statest State leadership might fragment the RCA process into 50 different 
efforts and woul(^ not ensure that national priorities in .soil and water 
conservation were addressed, according to some respondents. ^ 

Conservation performance bonuses are also seen as highly effective. However, 
some respondents think that bonuses would be too difficult to administer and^ 
would give 'recipMtfts an wfair advantage over farmers who could not afford 
to use conservation practl^sfrfi^. Generally, however, respondents support the 
use of incentives to encourage conservation- 
Natural resource contracts are viHf^ecl as being^ the most difficult strategy to 
administer and as involving too much bureaucracy. Respondents are coticerned 
that the Universal Soil 'Loss Equation would be used to measure soil loss and 
that it would not serve as an accurate base for payment. 

The cross compliance strategy is seen as another form ox regulation; it has 
less support than most other strategies* Respondents say that short term 
emergency programs should not be tied to long range conservation programs. 
Some say that cross compliance would put. a financial burden on faicniers who 
could not participate in commodity support programs because they could not 
afford to invest in conservation practices. Other respondents think that * 
this alternative might work for farms producing supported commodities but 
that *±t ignores livestock producers, 

f 

Regulation is generally the least favored alternative. The major objections 
are that regulation reduces landowners* rights and limits production choices,, 
and therefore would be unacceptable to farmers and landowners^ In addition^ 
regulation is rated least effective insetting conservation on the land. Of 
those who support a regulatory approach, most are concerned that voluntary 
programs are ineffective in meeting conservation goal^ Although these 
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Tible S-K— 'Preferred •trateslei to idileve the objectlvetf by ntMber •ad percent 



Redirect | * Refloat 1 Contervitlon Hitural 

pTteient Cro» reiource State * perforttince reiource 

Reiourcei ind proftr— coaplltncg project ■ ' ''^ lejdctfiblp Reantlttloft fcomit cotttrtctt Totjl 

fibjectivei Ko- Pet, Ko, * Pet. - Ho* Pet,, Wo, Pet, Ko. Pet. Ko. Pet. Ro. Pet. Ko. Pet, 



Soil reoouree qjuaatlty lad 
qtiolltyr 

R^ace ooll eroolos 

Retola priae fomlond 

Halataln ooll quality^ 

laprote' ra age load 

Otber - 

Totol " 

voter qitutltyt 
1ted«ee toxie pollutonto — 
Hlaialze odverae iapoet of 

orioaie.viite? 

Hlnialze autHent 

pollution—' — 

Reduce oolinlty — ---- 

Reduee oedi«eat-* — •* 

Other 

Totol — -■ 

Voter oupply ond eoaoer- ^ 

TOtlOOt T 

Inereoae Irrlgotloa 

ef f lelency 

HOilpize voter ouppUeo-- 

Otber- 

Totol 



19 


25 


11 


15 


5 


7 


6 


8 


10 


13 


19 


15 


5 


7 


75 


IDO 


50 


10 


16 


10 


39 


15 


41 


16 


39 


15 


31 


13 


16 


to 


253 


100 


IT 


31 


7 




4 


7 


4 


7 


4 


7 


16 


30 


1 


4 


54 


100 


















^ 1 


lOD 










1 


100 


31 


10 


11 


13 


10 


13 


23 


15 


16 


10 


14 


15 


11 


14 




100 


Hi 


27* 


'^5 


11 




13 


7i 




70 


13 


91 


IT 


55 


10 


541 


109 



10 


19 


5 


- 9 


7 


13 


10' 


19 


17 


31 


' 4 


8 






53 


100 


15 


33 




13 


5 


11 


4 


9 


9 


10 


6 


13 ' 






45 


IDO 


11 
9 

14 

36 


18 
11 
16 
15 


7 
6 
10 
19 


16 
14 
14 

ir 


3 
9 
11 
37 


7 
11 
15 
15 


6 
10 
10 
40 


14 

13 
1* 
'16 


9 
5 
10 
30 


11 
11 
14 
11 


5 
4 

11 
34 


11 
9 

14 
14 


1 

* - - 

19 
38 


1 

13 
16 


43 
43 
146 
144 


100 
100 
lOO 

ipo 


106 


18* 


73 


13 


i3 


U 

; 


90 


' a 


99 


li 


74 


13 


58 


10 


574 


100 



Fiob oad vildlife bobitott 
Reduee looo of wetlondo — 
laereooe iaotreooi flovo — 
laproye vildlife hobilotr- 
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resnonden^s are few in number, they suggest many different ways in which 
famers antd landowners should be regulated. 

Regional resource projects are not strongly supported. Respondents think 
that ^CA shbuld address the conservation* problems of all regions, not just 
the most severe problems in some regions. They think that thi^ strategy 
would favor s^^eas of greater agricultural importance. Comments supporting a 
regional approach emphasize the benefits in resource management if regional 
and area projects were" combined. 

Soil Resource Objective s ^ : 

A total of 4,608 comoients address strategies and activities for achieving 
soil resource objectives. Comments addressing specific combinations of 
strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs over all other' 
strategies to achieve the soil resource objectives. The most frequent request 
concerning redirection is for more and better technical and financial assis- 
tance for conservation application. Such requests make up more than 17 
percent of these comoients on soil resources. Of the comments related to ^ 
funding, 38 percent call for more cosi sharing funds for soil resource problems. 
In particular, respondents want funding increased for drainage, lime, long 
tem vegetative cover, conservation tillage* erosion control', fertilizers, 
soil surveys, cover crops, and clearing to improve pasture and cropland. 

Most comments addressing the delivery system for a soil - resources program say 
that primary responsibility for implementing the program should be given to 
the local level (individuals, soil conservation districts, and ASC county 
committees) and that technical and financial assistance should be provided by 
the federal 'government. Comnents on program :?tructure at the federal level 
oppose the creation oi a *'super agency" and suggest that USDA cooperate more 
closely with other Departments, such as HUD, DOT, and USDI. For example, HUD 
and DOT programs should not encourage housing and highway development on ^ 
prime farmland. In addition, agencies^ should be organized along functional 
lines to eliminate interprogram and intraprogram duplication. 

The largest group of comments (1,131) addresses regulation. Most of these 
advocate keeping soil programs voluntary and encouraging soil conservation 
through economic incentives. Comments on retaining prime and unique farmland, 
however, support more regulation of land use through local zoning and land 
Use controls. *^ * H'''^ 

'i 

Water Quality Objectives 

\ , 

A total of 1,654 comments address strategies and activities that relate to 
water quality objectives. The comments addressing specific combinations of 
strategies and objectives generally favor re<^irec£ing present programs to 
achieve the water quality objectives. Three percent of the comments addressing 
water quality suggest new program^ for streambank protection, cleaning up 
lakes > and reducing ^noiqioint source pollution. Five percent say that cost 
share funding^ should- be increased. Another 5 percent say that the worst 
water quality problems should be solved first. 
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Of the comoteDts on water quality, 15 percent suggest combining ^^gencies to 
administer the programs, tfore than half of these favor some consolidation of 
the technical, financial, and educational programs that are duplicated among 
agencies. Respordents also want USDA to cooperate more closely with USDI and 
EPA. 

Another 15 percent of the comments address the level of government t^at 
should he responsible for meeting the objectives, Gf these comments, 63 . 
percent say that state government shoulii be Involved in Improving water ' 
quality. 

The largest group of conments (315) addresses regulation. Of these, 54 per* 
cent call for more regulations and stronger and more consistent enforcement 
of existing laws, even though the regulatory emphasis Is not a highly preferred 
alternative strategy. 

Water Supply and Conservation Objectives 

A total of 1,036 comments address strategies and activities that relate to 
water supply an<l water conservation objectives. Comments addressing specific 
combinations of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs 
to achieve the, objectives. Ten percent of the comments on water supply say 
that additional federal fundlag is needctd to Increase and conserve supplies. 
Oaly 1^ coinnents address the organizational structure of water supply programs 
at the federal level, and four of these say that programs should be adminis- 
tered through existing agencies. ■ 

Of the cofiuaents relating to .program redlrectlcii, 25 percent encourage ground 
water recharge; 21 percent want programs redli^ected to build more 4^ii)^t 
lakes, and levees; 15 percent suggest improving water tlellvery* and isiporting 
water in water-short regions from regions of oyersupply; and 10 percent 
suggest improving irrigation efficiency! Other comments suggest expanding 
the water supply by dredging old ponds, installing water recycling plants, 
installing pressuife reducing valves in homes and Industry, desallnization, 
and monitoring water use, ^ 

rish and Wildlife Habitat Objectives ^ 

A total of 1,680 comments address strategies and actl* Ities that relate to 
fish and wildlife habitat objectives. Comments addressing specific combina- 
tions of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present progranis to 
achieve the resource objectives, . ; ^ v 

Of the comments relating to redirection, 26 percent say that conservation 
practices are the best approach to improving fish and wildlife habitat; 20 
percent say that past practices and policies have caused current problems in 
fish and wildlife habitat and suggest that they be revised to solve the 
problems. Of the coinments on funding, 37 percent call for increasing federal 
funds. Of the comments on program responsibility, 44 percent say tha^the 
state should be involved in program implementation, ^ 
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upstream Flood Damage Objectives 

A total of 1,605 comments address strategies and activities that relate to 
flood damage objectives. Comments adflressing specific combinations of strate- 
gies and objectives favor redirecting present programs to achieve the objec* 
tives. Of the comments relating to redirection, 50 percent say that programs 
should be redirected to build more dams, lakes, and levees. Ten percent say 
iThat building, cropping,^ and energy development should be prohibited on flood 
plains. 

Of the comments on funding, 38 percent call foe increasing federal funds to 
reduce flood damages; 52 percent say that federal ftmding on flood plains 
should be limited to grasslands. Some respondents think that responsibility 
should rest with local governments . 



Energy Conservation and Production Objectives 

Only 911 coimnents address strategies and activities that relate to energy 
production and conservation objectives . Comments addressing specific combi* 
^ nations of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs to 
achieve the energy objectives. Of the comments relating to redirection, 32 
percent encourage use of no*till farming methods to reduce energy use and 
V suggest that no-till or conservation tillage be required on lands "with slopes 
--^bver 8 perce^. Sixteen percent say that crop residues should not be used 
for energy production because residues left on the land improve soil quality* 

Of^he conanents on energy conservation ftmding, 68 percent call for increasing 
^-^deral funds to meet the objectives. Of the comments on federal organization 
for program development, 36 percent say that energy production and conseirvation 
should be handled by DOE. 

Related Resource Objectives 

Only 569 comments address strategies and activities for related resource 
objectives. Comments addrel^sing specific combinations of strategies and 
objectives favor a regulatory approach to solving the resource problems. 
They say that local land use controls such a^ planning and zoning are neces- 
sary in preventing urbanization of farmland. Of the comments on related 
resource funding, 57 percent call for increasing/federal ftmds to meet the 
objectives* 



About 12,000 comments. (170 different comment coaes) address specific conser- 
vation activities in relation to achieving the resource objectives. Most of 
these comments deal with program funding and conservation practices. Overall, 
3,770 respondents say that the proposed RCA^'activities to meet the objectives 
are adequate, while 2,499 respondents say that the activities will' hot meet 
the objectives* Comments on specific conservation activities are more fully 
discussed in chapter 6. 
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SiUBpary * ^ 

Only 2;204 conaents, a tiny fraction of the 1^5 million comnents received, 
link specific strategies with specific RCA objectives. It is hard to draw 
any conclusion from such a small group* 

The fact that so few respondents comokent on the relationship between strate*- 
gies and objectives indicates, however, that USDA needs to more clearly 
explain how a given strategy works in reaching an objective, por instance, 
to achieve the water quality objectives, setting water quality standards and 
meeting them through, regulation may be the only suitable approach. If respon- 
dents cannot then support regulation, they need to imow and accept that the 
water quality objectives cannot satisfactorily be met. These relationships 
need to be clearly spelled out in the next draft oi the RCA report* 

Of the 166,000 comments dealing with general relationships anong the alter"" 
natives, objectives, and activities, more favor redirecting existing programs 
to meet the conservation objectives than any other strategy. Host comments 
support increasing funding, phasing out programs that duplicate services, and 
linking programs mote closely to soil and water conservation objectives* ^ 
They call for programs that are flexible, voluntary, and provide incentives 
for encouraging conservation. Many say that programs must offer economic 
benefit to farmers before farmers will accept them. 



Chapter 9 - USDA and Its Agencies 

Chapter 9 discusses the comments that relate to USDA and its agencies that have 
progress and activities for conserving soil, wat^er, and related resources* Sini- 
lar cowents are grouped, and differences between regions and' respondent types 
are noted. CoooKnts 'relating, to a single agency are prekented independently. 

RCA program d^velopnent should be based on an understanding of what the 
public perceives is needed and desirable as well^as on resource appraisal. A 
program designed around resource needs, tempered by concerns expressed through 
public participation, and implemented by agencies that are sensitive to the 
wishes of their constituencies will have a high degree of acceptance and 
effectiveness. This chapter will provide help in designing such a program. 

The Scope of the Response 

Nationwide* 18,741 comments deal with USDA and its agencies. Of these com- 
ments* 45 percent come from* the South, 28 percent from Jthe Hidwest* 18 per- 
cent from the Northeast* and 9 percent from the Vest. Responses are in the 
following forms: 

HuiBber of Percentage. 

Form of response ■ responses of comments 

Personal letter —t " 4*485 38 

Structured response form- — -^w-- — * 3*588 30 

Nonstructured response form 2*054 17 

PetitiQn -- 1*590 14 

Other—- 139 1 

Total 11*856 100 

Host of the respondents* .78 percent* are individuals. Respondents repre* 
senting state and local ^vernsents make up 12 percent of the total; farm 
organizations* 1 percent; and environmental groups* 1 percent. Table 9^1 
shows the distribution of the total response by type of respondent and RCA 
region. Table 9-2 shows the regional distribution of the response on each 
agency. The comments are directed to the various agencies 'as follows: 



Ageni^y 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation* 

Service (ASCS)- 

Economics* Statistics* and Cooperatives 

Service (ESCSi 

Farmers Home Ad&inistration (FmHA) — - — ------ p--^-- 

Forest Service (FS) 

Science and Education Administration (SEA)--'^*-'--' 

Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Office 

of Management and Budget (0MB) 

Secretary of Agriculture — — — 

Other/all USDA agencies 

Total - ' 



Nundiet" of 


Percentage 


connients 


of coaotents 






6,514 


35 ' 


42 


* 


375 


2 - '^■l 


•329 


2 'i 


253 




5,515 








17 




136 


> 

I 


5,560 


30 


18,741 


100 



^Less than 0.5 p'ercent, 
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' Table 9-1* — Coomeats on USDA agencies, by respondent 

type and RQA region 

J 



Res*ondent^ype 


Northeast 


iHdwest 


South 


West 


Unknown 


t Total 




5 


0 


11 


0 


0 


16 




1 


11 


28 


2 


0 


42 




11 


0 


30 


0 


0 


41 




0 


2 


58 


1 


0 


61, 


20 


9 


41 


46 


0 


116 




40 


32 / 


42 


17 


0 


131 




54 


39 


65 




0 


204 


Federal govenuMnt 


232 


281 


459 


151 


0 


-1,123 




2,395 


4,220 


6,774 


1,139 


17 


14,545 


Industry/trade group-' 


7 


3 


•5 


0 


0 


15 


Iiab^r organization 


' 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 






385 


511 


748 


304 


3 


1,951 


Hinority organization- 


0 


0 


80 


0 


0 


80 




147 


'63 


106 


39 


0 


355 


Youth organization 


1 


1 


9 


0 


0 


11 




2 




7 


1 


0 


16 


O^ber 


0 


17 


0 


17 


0 


34 




3,330 


5,19S 


8,463 


1,763 


20 


18,741 



Table 9-2. — Comments on USDA agencies, percentage distribution 
^ by RCA region 



RCA region 



Agency Northeast Hidwest South Vest Total 



ASCS 


17 


34 


43 


6 


.100 


ESCS 


26' . 


19 


50 


5 


■ 100 


FmKA 


32 


20 


41 


7 


* 100* 


FS 


55 


12 


24 


9 


100 


SEA 


38 


24 


■ 34 


4 


100 


scs 


19 


24 


44 


13 


100 




29 


53 


6 


11 


100 


Secretary of -Agriculture — 


27 


18 


■13 




100 


Other/All USDA agencies—- 


13 


25 


52 


10 


lOQ 


All coonents on 










1 




^8 


28 


45 


9 


• 100 


Nonnietropolitan popu- 














24 


31 


31 


14 


100 



Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) ^ 

Ndtionwide^ 6^514 coaments relate directly to ASCS. Most deal with organiza* 
tion^ 26 pexcent;' acceptability, 15 percent; funding, 15 percent; effective* 
ness, 5 percent;*or staffing, 3 percent. The other 36 percent are listed in 
the appendix. 

Organization . — Of 1,637 comments, 97 percent say that ASCS's present delivery 
system is satisfactory, ahout 2 percent advocate consolidating ASCS functions 
with those of other USDA agencies, and 1 percent advocate fine tuning 
existing 'ASCS programs. The Northeast and Midwest respondents, while 
favoring the present organizational arrangenent, had the highest percentage 
fav9ring change--12 percent and 9 percent, respectively^ ^ 

Ac^eptahility . — Of 923 comiBents regarding acceptahility of ASCS programs, 97 
percent indicate that ASCS programs have ntedium to high acceptahility to 
landusers and the general puhlic. Only 3 percent indicate low to very low 
acceptahility. 

Funding . — Of 915 coooients, nearly all say that increased fimding would help 
achieve conservation goals. 

Effectiveness . — Of 282 cooments, 90 percent say that ASCS programs have 
medium to high effectiveness in achieving conservation goals and 10 percent 
say th^at ASCS is ineffective or is not very effective. 

Staff inft ^"Of 178-coJiiiDents, 84 percent say that an increase in staffing 
assistance is needed and 16 percent say that staffing assistance should be 
decreased or that the agency^s employees are inept. 

Following are a few excerpts from responses about ASCS: 

"Believe the preeent ASC Cotamittee system is the most effective method 
of administering Federal soil and water conservation programs. If funded 
properly, ACP with technical assistance from SCS could accomplish RCA." 

'^County committees should have more flexibility in developing local ACP 
program in consultation with Soil and Water Conservation Districts/* 

"ASCS and SCS are good programs but they are always run with insuffi- 
cient funds.'* 

'*I feel the fans programs should be le^t as they are, hut there should 
he more isoney for programs.'* 

"The place to start in my opinion is with the time proven, locally 
elected f county committees." 

"The ASCS with offices in nearly every county in this nation is pres- 
ently organized and trained to administer conservation programs/* 
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Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service (ESCS) 
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Nationwide, only 42 comDents relate to ESCS. Fourteen deal with organi* 
Nation, eight with funding, and five with acceptance. The other 15 are 
listed in the appendix. The content and number of comments about ESCS prob* 
ably indicate that the respondents are unfamiliar with ESCS programs and 
activities or its role in RCA. 

Organisation , --"Of 1^ comments, eight say that no change is needed; four 
advocate iniproving efficiency, coordination, and coomiunication; and one 
advocates consolidating ES6^functions with those of other agencies* 

Funding* — Of eight comments, six say maintain the present level and two say 
increase funding and pay. 

Acceptability .-" "Of five co«aments, four agree with the present function of 
ESCS and one says that ESCS is ready to assist given proper authority^ person^ 
nel, and funding. 

Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) 

Nationwide, 375 comaents relate to FmHA. Host deal with funding, 22 percent; 
acceptability, 14-percent; organisation, 9 percent; effectiveness, 7 percent; 
or staffing, 1 percent. The other 47 percent are listed in the appendix. 

Funding . — Of 82 comments, 58 say that the present level is adequate and 
should be maintained and 24 want funding and pay increased. 

Acceptability . *'0f 52 comments, 38 indicate FmHA programs have medium to high 
acceptability. Fourteen say that FmHA programs are unacceptable or disagree 
with them. ^ 

O rganisation , — Of 32 comments, 19 say that no change is needed, seven say 
that some agencies and programs could be combined, and six say that better 
coordination between agencies is desirable. 

Effectiveness . '-Of 25 comments, 19 say that FmHA has medium to high effec- 
tiveness in achieving conservation goals and six say that the agency is not 
very effective. 

Staffing. -*0f 5 comments, three say that more technical assistance is needed 
and two say maintain present staffing. 

Respondents have a variety of comments about FmHA programs > such as the 
following; 

^'FmHA vas introduced to help small farmers, not to make loans of $1 
million and over,^' 

"FmKA has no money for farm mortgages.'* 

'*They (agencies) are able td do the needed job in the future with assis^ 
tance of the SCS and fmHA if they get ^the money they need.** 
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"I would like to see SCS, ASCS and FniHA continue to operate just like 
tbey are doing nowJ' 

would auggest tbat we take existing agencies and tbeir programs and 
extend tbem to coyer those areas not already covered,** 

Forest Service (FS) ^ ^ 

Nationally, 329 coawents relate directly to the Forest Service,. Most concern 
staffing, 21 percent; effectiveness, 12 percent; organization, 10 percent; 
funding, lO percent; or acceptability, S percent. The other 42 percent are 
listed in the appendix/ 

Staffing , — Of 70 cooaaents, 57 say that the present level is adequate and 
should be maintained and 13 say that additional technical assistance is 
needed. 

Effectiveness . — Of 42 comments, 39 say that the Forest Service has a medium 
to good effect on conservation and three say that it has a bad effect. 

Organization . — Of 34 consents, 20 say that no change is needed, eight say 
that the current delivery system is adequate, three say^ that USDA agencies 
should be combined, and three say tbat existing FS functions should be fine 
tuned , 

Funding , --Thirty-two comnents say to maintain or increase present funding. 

Acceptability . --Of 18 cooments, eight agree with forestry programs, three 
give forestry programs a high general rating, and seyen say that FS is ready 
and willing to give assistance. 

Some examples of responses about FS activities follow: 

'*The cost-sharing programs like ACP as handled by ASCS, SCS and FS have 
proven their ability to solve local soil and water problems." 

**Our present relationship with the State and Private segment of the USFS 
responsibilities is and has been satisfactory, productive and harmo- 
nious,'* 

*'The set-up between ASCS, SCS and FS proyides the necessary elements to 
accomplish on-fana conservation practices." 

**More money should be available for forestry," 

"The Forest Service must be given more funds earmarked for cost-sharing 
woodland improvement, including firewood and production," 

Science and Education Administration (5'I)A) 

Nitionwide, 253 comments relate directly to SEA, Most deal with organi- 
zation, 26 percent; funding, 16 percent; acceptability, 9 percent; staffing, 
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6 percent; or effectiveness > 5 percent. The other 38 percent are listed in 
the appendix. (Other coimnents relatini; to activities conducted hy SEA are 
discussed in chapter 4 under "Proposed solutions to prohlems** for the 
resource areas [see pages 4-6 and 4-12], in chapter 6 under ''Research and 
technology development [page 6-17], and in chapter 10 under ''Information 
and Education** [especially Extension] [page 10 and **Research'* [page 10-10]), 

The content and number of comments on SEA seem to indicate that the respondents 
may not he vexy familiar with the agency / perhaps hecause of the recent name 
change during Departoiental reorganization. 

Organization ,*-0f 66 comments, IS say that the present system is adequate, 29 
say that more education is needed^ and 22 say th^t SEA's functions should he 
combined and' coordinated with those of other agencies. 

Funding . '*0i 41 comments, 20 say increase funding and 21 ^say inaintain the 
present level, 

Acceptahility ,' -Of 23 conmients, 15 rate SEA highly acceptable and 8 agree 
with SEA programs. 

Staffing , --Of 16 comments, 14 say they want more technical assistance and two 
say that SEA already has too many employees. v 

EfXfeCtiveness , --Of 13 comments, seven rate SEA programs high in achieving 
conservation goals> three rate SEA low, and three say that SEA employees 
are inept. 

Responses ahout SEA are varied^ including such statements as; 

"The Cooperative Extension Service is doing a good joh in education." 

^'AS.CS working closely with ^CS and ES haj done a great joh.'* 

"Information and education should he one of the okajor program direc- 
tions/* 

"A positive step the Department of AgrieuXtJire could take would he to 
increase funding for Federal research and extension^^pri^grams for conser- 
vation 

'*The Secretary of Agriculture must exercise gi^at leadership to get 
Extension to support any and all these strategies. Right now Extension 
in each state'goes its merry way as it has done since 1915-" 

V 

Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 

Nationwide, 5,515 conmients relate directly to SCS, The comments deal with 
funding, 17 percent; staffing, 17 percent; acceptability, 15 percent; organi- 
zation> 12 percent; and effectiveness, 6 percent. The other 33 percent are 
listed in the appendix. 



Funding . — Of 959 coimeats, 61 percoit favor, aore funding, 38 perceptpfavor 
oaintaiaiag funding at the present level, and 1 percent favor ^).e^s funding. 

Staffing . --Of 1,484 comaents, 67 percent favor increasing technical^ assis* 
tance, 32 percent say maintain the same level or provide more to soil conser- 
vation districts, and less than 1 percent say decrease technical assistance* 
Increased staff ing :w«s favored by the Northeast, 53 percoit; South, 75 per- 
cent; West, 81 percent; and Hidwest, 63 percent. 

Acceptability . "Of 822 comments, 93 percent say that SCS programs are highly 
acceptable, 2 percent say that they are moderately acceptable, and 5 percent 
say that they are barely acceptable or unacceptable* 

Organization * — Of 664 comments, 89 percent say that the present system is \^ 
effective and responsive and 11 percent say that redirection of the agency 
would be desirable* . ^ 

Suggestions for redirecting SCS programs include (l) consolidating all USOA 
- '8oil and water conservation programs, (2) combining SCS with other agencies, 
(3) improving cooperation and coordination between agencies, (4) fihe tuning 
existing programs, and (5) using limited redirection and consolidation. No r 
SCS organizational change was seen as needed by 84 percent in the Northeast, 
^0 percent in the South, 93 percent in the West, and 87 percent in the Hidwest* 

Comments siq^porting existing agency programs include those saying SCS does a 
J*good job,'* "no change is needed,** **tKe public endorses SCS's efforts," and 
"the present system is acc^table and responsive*" 

Effectiveness . —Of 337 comments, 84 percent rate SCS high or very high in 
achieving conservation goals, I percent rate the agency medium, and 15 per*- 
cent rate it low or very low* Regionally, the Northeast «tes SCS high to 
very high by 91 percoit; the South, 83 percent; the West, 86 percent; and the 
\ Midwest, 76 percent. 

Selected statements on SCS follow: 

"W^ do need assistance, especially technical assistance such as we 
receive from Soil Conservation Service employees* A voluntary 
program is always preferred.*' 

"I strongly feel that there is no need for this program {SCA] . The 
current program involving SCS and ASCS is doing a veiy adequate job 
of educating, guiding and assisting local farmers in their conser^ 
vation efforts." / 

"I Itave farmed and ranched for 40 years. The SCS and others involved 
rre doing a good job. Le^ve it as it^s now* I don't think your 
appraisal and program report amount to much*" \ 

"The present Soil Conservation Service is doing a good job with the \ 
amount of funds available* I believe this service should be continue<A 
with local people in charge.** \ 
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The Secretary of Agriculture 

About 53 percent of the 136 conoents directed toward the Secretary of Agricul* 

ture say that be should take the following actions; ' * 

Number 

• of cqanents 

- Provide leadership and guidance*--*-*--*-**"----- 14 

Plan to save agricultural land for the future 12 

Eiaphasize conservation practicest no restrictions- 12 

Encourage proper use of land and water*********--* 12 
Maintain and effectively iaplement a conservation 

policy \ ^ " 12 

Represent farmers, not "consumers*****************^ 5 

Change no programs***^* — — * 4 

Total 71 

Other comments , make up the remaining 47 percent, and more than ttro are 
alike. These include: *'no change is needed*" "recycle waste/' ''maintain 
present level of assistance," "sediment control ordinances are needed," 
"oppose 5*year plans," "better USDA organisation is needed," "there is too 
mdch regulation,*' "fine tuning is needed*" and "USDA faVors large farms." 
See the appendix for a conrplete list* 

Selected statements about the Secretary of Agriculture are; 



"We feel that our present programs are adequate to hn4l£^o®^ 
sittfations and we see no reason for a new bureaucracy to handle 
conservation matters/' 

"I feel that RCA will lead to land use laws much sooner than neces* 
sary, and would create more and bigger government/' 

"Try to remove the tax exemption for clearing wetland. Each year 
in Hiiinesota alon^ section upon section of brush and forest is 
cleared in the central and northwest part of our state. The Secretary 
should know, this is his home district." 

"If this is truly supi^osed to be a national USDA effort, why were 
funds not appropiJ^ated and communications more strongly emphasized 
^ to all heads of all USDA agencies?" 

"USDA pro'Srams should address national problems, but. the solutions 
must be based on locally identified priorities." 

Other/All USDA agencies 

Nationwide, 5,560 comments relate 'to other or all USDA agencies. This total 
is, nearly 30 percent of all comments on agencies. The coding system does not 
identify these otheir.agencies . Host of the comments deal with organization, 
Al percent; funding, S^ercent; staffing, A percent; acceptability* 3 per* 
^ cent; and ef f ectiveness , 3 percent. The other 41 percent are listed in the 
appendix. ^ 
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Organization ^ — Of 2^310 coatents^ 60 percent say that the present agency 
Mkeup of U^A is satisfactory and that no nev agencies should be es'tab^ 
lished, 38 percent say^that an effort should be nade to improve efficiency, 
coordination, and coanunications anong existing agencies; and 2 percent say 
that any reorganization would cause problems « 

Funding ^-*Of 421 cc»teenta, 54 percent say that present funding is adequate, 
43 percent say that funding should be increased, and 3 percent say that 
funding should be reduced* ^ « ^ " 

Staffing . -"Of 209 cofments^ 67 percent say that technical assistance 
should" be increased vhereas 33 percent say that present technical assistance 
is adequate'. » 

Acceptability . — Of 162 connents, 48 percent say that USDA progrs^is are highly 
acceptable to laHdusers, 31 percent are neutral, and 21 percent say that 
prograaa are unacceptable to landusers and the general public* \ 

Effectiveness * *-0f 148 coaiftents, ^2 percent say that USDA programs have 
mediuB to high effectiv^ess in getting conservation on the. land, 29 percent 
say that USDA programs have no effect on conservation and that government 
employees are inept, and 9 percent say that USDA programs have low effective- 
tiess« 

A few of the responses pertaining to other agencies* or all of USDA are: 

"The USSAa is doing a good job, but I believe some duplication and cross 
purposes could be eliminated*" ' ' ' 

"Less overlapping of USDA agencies would be 6t great benefit." 

*'Favor retaining th^ present USDA structure with increased coordination 
and cooperation encouraged among agencies'." 

**Ve think die present agencies provide adequate technical authority and 
provide the leadership needed*" 

"Fine tune existing USDA organizations*" 



Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Office of Hanagepent and Budget 
(0MB) 

Of a total of 18,742 comments on government agencies, only 17 refer to CEQ 
and (MB. The content and number o*f comments seem to indicate that the 
public is unfamiliar with the programs and activities of these two non-USDA 
agenciea and their role in RCA* 
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Suaflijiry 

More than 60 percent o£ the 18,742 comaents pertain to only five ntajor 
issues , These are: 

o Organizational arrangement, 

o Effectivenesa in achieving conservation goals, 

^o Efficiency in uae of dollars, 

o Levela of govemoiental responsibility (yAic leads, ^ who pays). 

o Progran delivery (level of assistance, voluntary or r^gi^^atory] , 

Those consenting strongly support USDA*s present organizational arrangoient, 
Coanents favor fine tuning over conbining agencies hy a 1 ratio, 

Of^the cooMnts addressing the effectiveness of USDA agencies, most (89 
percent )^ rate USDA hi^ly to very highly effective in achieving conservation 
objectives. Only 5 percent say that USDA is ineffective, 2 percent say its 
effectiveness is low to very low, and 3 percent rate USDA*8 effectiveness 
nediuM, Consents indicate a less favorableWiew, however, of USDA's effec*- 
tiveness in using tax dollars. The ratings are: higli to very high effec* 
tiveness, 39 percent; aedium, 23 percent; very low to'low, 25 percent; and 
ineffective, 13 percent. 

Host coMofents (83 percent] say that local governments, not the federal goyemfl^ent, 
should have vested authority for conservation. While strongly supporting 
conservation as a responsibility of local goveranent, comeats also strongly^ 
supports increased funding fron the federal government in helping local government 
to Met this responsibility, 

C<»Mients strongly favor oaintaining or increasing present levels of USDA 
assistance (98 percent] rather tl\an decreasing assistance (2 percent]. 

Those responding say that the present USDA organizational structure is effec*- 
tive, but aoiie fine tuning and some combining maybe helpful in accon^lishing 
conservation. They strongly support local government leadership with increased 
support from USDA, They much prefet voluntary participation in soil and 
water conservation to aibre rules and regulations. They also believe that 
increased cost sharing along with more assistance in information and educa* 
tion can achieve conservstion objectives, 

Tb^ largest group of comaents directed to USDA and its agencies favors making 
* no organizational 'ftlcmge. Other frequently made comments call for increasing 
funding and staffing, increasing technical assistance,* and maintaining present 
levels of USDA assistance, or express opposition to the formation of • a new 
conservation agency. 
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Chapter 10 - present USDA Soil and Water Conseivation Programs 

This Chapter suoomarizes comments received on USDA^s present soil and water 
conservation prograots and related programs. Current programs are* discussed 
in the draft of the RCA Appraisal Fart II, chapter Alternative strategies 
(see Appraisal Part II, chaptfr 6) are ways changing current programs for 
the future. Chapters S and 6 of Appraisal part II, therefore, prpvide the 
basis for comments on present programs. Additionally, individuals and uaits 
of government who participate in present programs and who were aware of RCA^s 
^potential impact on these programs made a significant number^of romments, 
independent of the RCA documents* content. 

Some sections of this chapter include percentage computations. Vlbere th^se 
percentages have been rounded to whole nu^ers, an asterisk (^) indicates 
less than O.S percent. 



The Scope of the Response 

Nationwide, 50,097 comments from 21,659 respondents .address USDA*s present 
programs. Of those, 32,154 comments are aimed at USDA programs in general, 
including commodity programs, food stamps, and so on. Another 17,926 comments 
deal with present conservation programs. Of the comments on conservation 
programs, 57 percent come from the South, 21 percent from the Midwest, 16 
percent from the Northeast, and 5 percent from the Vest. These responses are 
in the following forms: 



Percentage of 



^ Fom of response respon ses 

Personal le^tter— * 34 

Petition ; — 19 

Structured response form . 33 

Nonstructured response form * 13 

Public transcript 1 

Total—" 100 



Host of the respondents are individuals. The respondents represent various 
organizations and interest groups, as follows: 

Percentage of 



Respondent type responses 

Individuals 80 

Local government — - — — — * — — ----^-^ — — 10 

Federal government-—-"-" — . 6 

State government , I 

Farm organizations-*-*-- — — — — 1 

Environmental organizations — * 1 

Other I 

Total - 100 



T^ble lO.-l shows how many comments and signatures are directed at the dif- 
ferent programs. 
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Table lO-lt^-Present USDA coDseryatioD programs, by cooments and signatures 



J Prugraift Cofonents Signatures 
ASCS Prograsa: 

Agricultural Conservation Program"""—*—-* 9,653 13,818 

Water Bank Program 71 74 

Forestry Incentives Program-"*****-"*-*-****" ^ 260 261 

Rural Clean Water Prograa-*-*— *-—*-"-*-*-*- .143 ' 182 

FMHA Programs: ^ 

Soil and Water Loans-*--™—***—"-"- 50 113 

Fans Oimership Loans 7 36 .35 

FS Programs: 

Cooperative Forest Management Program™*"—** 72 88 
SEA Programs; 

Information and Education"-— **"—"—--*- 3,325 3,680 

Research — • * 2,355 8,551^ 

SCS Programs: 

Conservation Operations Program-*-* * — -**- 304 647 

Resource Conservation and Development Program*- 297 ' 370 

Rural Abandoned Mine Program* — 96 136 

Watersheds Program— 874 1,699 

Great Plains Conservation Program — * * — "- 362 512 

Multiple Agency Programs: 

Emergency Programs*"" — — — * — —* 45 45 

Other/All USDA Program ^ — 32,154 70,895 

Other/All Non*lJSDA Programs **r 262 302 

t4 



Total— - 50,359 101,409 



\ 

Ia<uef Addressed by the Response 

Issues addressed aost frequently include program support, prograa level, and 
program delivery systen, Coonents generally express support for present 
programs and delivery systems and object to program level (table 10-*2), Host 
coHKnts suggest that increased funding is the most important issue relating 
to current programs. Respondents support local control for ^11 programs. la 
a 'few cases they recogaize the partnership between federal and local govern- 
ments. Several comments indicate that red tape and regulations restrict the 
potential of present programs. Respondents also support continuation of 
voluntary programs; 2,518 comments with 8,838 signatures support voluntary 
programs or oppose regulatory.programs. 

Table 10-2,-*Sumoury of comments expressing general support for or suggesting 
more funding of existing conservation programs, by percent m 



' Expresses Suggests increased 

Program general 8iq»port funding 



ASCS Programs: 



Agricultural Conservation Pi^ogram 


14 


50 




34 


35 




12 


42 




♦ 


24 


FmHA Programs; 








ft 






11 


28 


^FS Programs; 






Cooperative Forest Hanagement Program — 


14 


^ 11 


SEA Programs; 








76 


2 




75 


9 








SCS Programs; 








- 24 


23 


Resource Conservation and Development 








22 


■ 35 




32 


8 




46 


20 




36 


43 


Hultipl^e Agency Programs; 








13 


33 
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Agricultural Conservation Prograi (aCP) 

A total of 9,653 contents address ACP. About 80 percent of these express (1) 
a need for greater funding, (2) support for the prdgran as it is, (3) the 
desire for local control of ACP, an4 C4) support for a voluntary program. 
Less than 1 percent of the comients express opposition to ACP. A listing 
of supportive coaments follows.- 

Percentage 

Need for greater funding of coaments 

o Increase funding*-"-* — — — — ^^^^ — * — - 32*4 

o Maintain or increase funding**-*-*'*-* — 6^0 

o Provide greater incentives tbrougti cost sharing — 7.2 
o Provide adequate funding so the program can 

achieve its objectives -*-t — 2.4 

o Allocate additional funds to the field* — 1.7 

Total favoring increased funding . 49.7 

General support for ACP 

o Agree or strongly agree — ^ — — 5-1 

o No change needed * * 4.7 

o Effective in getting conservation on the land 4-0 

o Additional esiphasis is needed — * 0.6 

Total supporting the present program-** — — 14.4 

* 

Support for local control ' 

o Support the local committee system * 10.2 

o Continue the current organization-*** — 2.7 

o Give responsibility to local government-*-* — — 1.4 
o Use local input*---**-** — — - — 0.4 

.Total supporting local control of ACP *- 15.0 

Support ^f or a voluntary program 

o Keep program voluntary-*-***-** — * — 2.8 

o Minimize regulations ,0.3 ^ 

o Eliminate government control r ; 0.1 

Total supporting a voluntary program — — 3.2 

Ocher comments on ACP deal with various other aspects of the program: 
Wbo pays for ACP? How available are its funds? Wbo is responsible for it? 
How should it be administered? These other comments are addressed in the 
following lists. 

Percentage 

Who pays for ACP? of comments 

o User should pay *- 0.1 

o Federal government should pay 50 percent 0.1 

o Federal government should pay 51-100 percent 0.6 

o State government should pay 51-100 percent 0.1 

o Farmers cannbt afford to pay * 0.1 

Total 1.0 
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Percentage 

Availability of ACP of comatents 

o Restrict ACP to full-time farmers ; 0.1 

o Use ACP to benefit farmers 0.1 

o Make ACP available on all agricultural lauds — — 0.2 

o Make ACP available on nonagricultural lands O/I 

o ACP funds are inappropriately directed — 0.1 

o ACP is discriminatory 0.1 

Total * 0.6 

Private responsibility for ACP 

o Responsiblity should be with the private sector- 0.2 

o Farmers should control conservation practices 0.3 

o Landowners should make decisions------ 0.1 

Total— 0.6 

Government responsibility for ACP 

o Responsibility should be with f^eral government- 0.1 

o Responsibility should be with state government*-* 0.1 
o Responsibility should be with state and local 

government — — * — ^ — * 0.1 

Total - * 0.3 

Administration of ACP 

o ASCS and ^CS should lead conservation programs — 0.6 

o Administer programs through existing agencies — - 0.5 

o Give responsibility for ACP to SCS 0*6 

o Administer all cost sharing through one agency-*- 0.3 
o Coordinate ACP with technical assistance 

programs-- — — — 0*4 

o Consolidate programs-- 0*1 

o Oppose creation of new agencies 0.3 

o Eliminate interprogram and intraprogram 

duplication 0*1 

o Improve efficiency and coordination- 0^ ]| 

Total - 3.0 



Comments not summarized above are listed in the appendix. 
Water Bank Program 

The Water Bank Program is addressed by 71 comments. About two-thirds of 
these support the current program or call for better funding, about one- 
fifth recoauiend administrative improvements, and a few oppose the program. 
These comments are summarized in the following list. 

Number 
of comments 

General support for the Water Bank Program 24 

General opposition to the Water Bank Program — 4 

10-5 

239 



Need for greater funding 

o Increase or naint«in funding--**-— 21 

o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 4 

Total indicating need for ^e^ter funding-s— 25 

Administration 

o Give responsibility to local govemnent--* 3 

o Give responsibility to the private sector- l 

o Keep programs voluntary— — — i 

o Administer through SCS* * • — • — *-* *5 

o Give program responsibility to ASCS — — • — . ^ 2 

o Enforce rules and regulations better—*— — — i 

o Target program more ef fectively-V* — — 1 

o Eliminate discrimination in progrms-"*r--'-— — - _1^ 

Total conments on administration*-'-'—'—* — * 15 



Ttie other three comments recommend additional* data or ask for clarification 
of the documents. 



Forestiy Incentives Program (FIP) 

About three*fourtbs of the 260 comments on FIP express general support for 
the program, point to a need for increased funding, or addr^i^bS program 
administration. These comments are sumotarized below. 

Pet cent age 



Support for increased funding , ' of comments 

o Increase funding • • 32 

o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 11 

Total -* 43 

General support for the FIP* 20 

Administration 

o Coordinate RCA and RPA — * 

^ o Keep programs voluntary — — — - — 3 

o Provide adequate technical assistance- — — — — L 

o Give responsibility to local government 2 

o Admiaister through ASCS 4 

o Administer tbrougji existing' agencies — * 2 

Total — 12 



Other comments are listed in the appendix.' 



Rural Clean Water Program (RCWP) 

One hundred forty-three comments address RCWP. Many comments express general «t 
support for the program or call for increased funding. An additional 10 percent 
oppose RCWP. Several comments address administration. These comments are 
summarized in the following list. , 
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percentage 
of cogMneats 



General support for RCWP 19 



General opposition to RCWP- 10 

Increase funding---- — - — 

Administration 

o Give responsibility to local government--- — 1 

o Give responsibility to state government- — — - 1 

o Coordinate RCWP with PL 92-500 * 2 

o 'Administer through ASCS * 6 

o Administer through SCS-*--* * — * * — 5 

o Coordinate ASCS and SCS efforts 3 

Total 18 



The remaining comments on RCWP address a wide range of issues. These comments 
are listed' iQ the appendix. 



Soil and Water Loans 

Fifty comments discuss soil and water loans. Most of these comments express 
support for the program and call for greater funding. Some comntents also 
address administration of the program or oppose the program. These cocmnents 
are listed below. 

Number 
of coiQments 



o Increase funding of loans---- " — 29 

o General support for loans * — 4 

o General opposition to loans 3 

o SCS should administer loans- 2 

o State government should aditnister loans 2 

o ASC county committees shoulcL administer loans ^ 

o Local government should admin!\ster loans--* — — — , 1 

o Reduce red tape- — — -* — -r 2- 

o Stop favoring large farms — ---*-V-- 2 

o Keep programs voluntary-* — - — - — — 1 

o Make conservation a prerequisite for loans---* 1 

o Improve coordination, among agencies-- — 1 

o Make loans for planting permanent cover*- _1_ 

Total 50 



Farm Ownership Loans 

Thirty-six comments address USDA's Farm Ownership Loan program. Many express 
concern about the economic viability of small farms and about the difficult 
economic conditions facing young people entering farming. In addition, several 
letters indicate willingness to make conservation a precondition for loan 
eligibility. Many comments say- that Increased funding of loan programs is 
needed. These comments are summarized as follows. 
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Number 
of comments 
10 
4 

6 

6 



32 

One comment requests information. Three other comments call ^or more research 
and development. 

[The support for loans to new farmers is paralleled in the i itigs 
of the Harris^urvey. Of those sampled in the Harris survey^ 
percent said that the federal government should provide loans to 
farmers tiying to get started in fanning, IQ percent said that the 
government should not do this, and 4 percent were not sure.] 

Cooperative Forest Management Program (CFMP) 

Seventy-two comments address CFMP. These comments can be grouped as follows. 



Number 

General support for CFMP of comments 

o Additional emphasis is needed 5 

o Agree or strongly agree — 4 

o No change needed — _1 

Total supporting the present program 10 

Need for greater funding 

o Increase funding ■ 3 

o Maintain or increase funding * — 2 

o Increase incentives through cost sharing ^ 

Total favoring increased funding 8 

General opposition to CFMP 

o Disagree* — 2 

o Programs are inadequate 2 

o Government employees are inept — * 2 

"o Unacceptable to land users 1 

Total opposing the present program 7 



o Increase funds * — 

o General support for loans — * — 

o Hake conservation a condition for loan 

eligibility — ** — — - — 

o Hake more loans available to new farmers or 

those with limited resources- — ^--^ 

o Administ^ loans through ASC county committees — 
o Administer loans through the federal government^ 

o Hake loans available for tree planting- — — 

o Hake loans available to adopt new technologies — 

o Deny loans for housing on agricultural lands 

o Reduce red tape — 

Total 
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Number 

Responsibility for CFMP of conHDents 

0 Give responsibility to the private sector"- — 1 

9 Give responsibility to the federal sovenunent — 1 

0 Give responsibility to the state governiteat 

* Total addressing responsibility for CFMP-^-'^ 3 

Administratioo^ of CFHP 

0 Let ASC county commit^^ees administer 1 

0 Give administration to SCS--- — - — - — — 2 

0 Administer jointly through ASCS and SCS 1 

0 Improve interagency cooperation and t 

coordination--^ — 2 

0 Keep program voluntary- — — 1 

0 Use existing agencies^ 1 

0^ Make program available on urban and other non^ 

agricultural lands 2 

0 Let agencies do what they do best _l 

Total addressing administration — 11 

Resource related comments 

0 Subsidi2e the management of forests for offsite 

and public benefits-'-- — — - — 12 

0 Increase forest fertility and productivity 7 

0 Manage forests foe timber, not firewood 4 

0 Control clearcutting ™— — ^ 3 

0 Prevent conversion of woodlands to croplands—-^- 1 

. 0 Provide more weed control — * — 1 

0 Plant trees on marginal land — 1 

o Stop conversion of forest land to wilderness — _1 

Total resource related comDents--— — 30 



The other comments are listed in the appendix. 
Infonoation and Education (especially Extension) 

CoBiDents relating to information are varied and cannot be grouped as 
neatly af comments on other programs. Although most comments address 
information and education activities as carried out through the Science 
a^id Education Administration, some comments address information and education 
in general. Major issues addressed by the 3,325 comments are listed below. 

Percentage 
of comments 



0 General support for the information and 

education activities — — 49 

o Increase citiaens' sense of land stewardship^^ — 19 

0 Increase funding--- * — - — 2 

Create USDA model projects-- — — 3 

o Inform public of data--- — — 3 

0 Hold workshops and meetings- — * 2 

78 
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The remaining comments on information and education are listed in the appen- 
dix. 

[Strong support for information and education 'is also reflected in 
the Harris survey findings. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 
98 percent said that the federal government should inform people 
about the need to protect such resources as land and water, only 4 
percent said that the government should not do this, 4ad 2 percent' 
were not sure.] \ 



R esear ch 

Comments relating to research gen^M^ly support (l) continuation of the 
program or (2) higher funding levels. More than 80 percent of the 2,355 
comments on research address these, two issues. Although most comments address 
research activities as carried out through the Science and Education Administra 
tion, some comments address research in general. About' hal£^£ the comments 
on research are contained in petitions and form letters. 



Percentage 

General support for sresearch of comments 

o Give research additional emphasis 14.8 r 

o Agree 25.0 

o Increase research and development--**'"-------*-- 35. 1 

Total 74.9 

incretiie funding 9.4 

5 



Other issues mentioned include emphasizing research in agricultural areas, 
increasing technical assistance, and emphasizing research on soil erosion. 
None of these comments, however, represents more than 1 percent of all com* 
ments on research. A list of all .other comments is in the appendix. 



Conservation Operations (CO) 

Three hundred ^Qd four comments directly address conservation operations. * 
About half of these comments offer general support for the program or call 
0 for Increases in its funding. Other comments discuss administration of the 
program and who should be responsible for it. These four categories account 



for two^thlr^sjDf the comments made on CO. ^ 

Percenta ge 

General support of comments 

o More technical assistance is needed-------^-*--- 11 

o Additional emphasis is needed 4 

* o Agree or strongly agree--*-------— ------------ 4 

o Acceptable to land users or public-*— 1 
o Effective use of tax dollars--— 1 

o High or very high general rating-^ 2 

o Effective in getting conservation on the land — 1 
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Percentage 
of cofliments 

o More support services are needed-— — ' 6 

o No change needed * — ^ ^ 

Total expressing general support 30 

Heed for greater funding 

o Increase funding of program — « 10 

o Increase funds to the field — * 6 

o Maintain or increase present funding * 3 

o Increase incentives through cost sharing 3 

o RediVect funds from social programs * 

o Provide adequate funding so the program can ^ 

carry out its objectives-"* ^ 

Total supporting more funding * — 23 

Responsibility for CO 

o Federal government should have responsibility 1 

o Local government shouli^have responsibility I 

o State and local government should share ' 

responsibility * 1 

o Federal and state governntent should share 

responsibility — ^ * 

o All levels of government should share 

responsibility _^ 

Total addressing program responsibility* 3 

Administration 

o Continue administra\.ion of prograio through 

existing agencies — 4 

o Give program responsibility to ASCS I 

o Give prografl^ responsibility to SCS 2 

o Administer all conservation programs through 

one agency ^ — * 

o Keep programs voluntary — — ■* g 

o Use emfUoyees who are thoroughly familiar with 

Vj? local conditions*' — 1 

o Make programs available in urban areas—* 1 

o Improve efficiency and coordination of 

program * * 

o Use federal control as a last resort * 

o Reduce the number of ASC county committees — *- * 

o Minimize red tape * — -* — _1 

Total addressing program administration*-* 16 ' 



I 
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Reiource Contervition and Dftvelopttent (RCSD) 



The Mjor iisues addreised by the 297 conveats on RC&D are listed below: 

Percentage 
of conoents - 



o General lupport for RC&D-"t"- 23 

o Increase funding — — 35 

o Reiponaibility for RC&D ihould be .it the 

local level — 5 

o General opposition to RC&D— • • — Jl_ 

Total * 69 



Other cooBenti addreas a vide^variety of concerns > each of which received s 
very-low percentsge of convents. Tbeie coament^8 are listed in the sppeodix. 



Rural Absndoned Mine Program (RAMP) 

A csreful review of the responses coded to RAMP indicates that nany respond* 
ents are discussing wine reclamation rather than RAMP. It is impossible in 
ttaay cases to distinguish between cements on reclasiation and those on RAMP. 
Reatoration of fanaland is of priaary interest to respondents concerned about 
current mining. 

The 96 comeats received generally can be grouped into three major categories 
aupport for the program, opposition to the program, and enforcement of the 
program. Comments that cannot be grouped are listed in the appendix. 



Number 

General airport for RAMP of comments 

o Additional esrphasis — * — 22 

o Agree*— — , — 5 

o High general rating — * r" 4 

o No change needed — • 1 

o Increase funding of RAMP ^ 

Total indicating support 40 

General opposition to RAMP 

o Disagree* — 2 

o The program uses tax dollars ineffectively 1 

0 The program is Jfoadequate 1 

o El'oinate red tjpe* *-* ^ JL 

Total indicating opposition--—-- — ------- 5 

Enforcement of RAMP 

o Require restoration of farmland 17 

o Current laws are not adequate ** 3 

o Enforce laws uniformly 1 

o Enforce maintenance** * * * 1 

o Protect farmland J, 

Total addressing enforcement 23 
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Watersheds Prograa 

Watershed planning and operations received 874 coiooients. Sixty percent 
express general support for the program or call for increased funding. Other 
comenta express opposition to the progran^ discuss the resource probleiDs 
.^hich it should address^ or address administration of the program. These 
comments are summarized below. 



Percentage 

General support for Watersheds Program of coamen^s 

o Additional eo^hasis is needed 18.6 

o Agree or strongly? agree — 16.6 

o Hedium to very high general rating 3*5 

o Effective in getting conservation on the land — 0.9 

o- No change needed*-**-** — — 0.7 

Total suppdtting the present program — * 40.3 

Need for greater funding 

o Increase funding* *-• ^ — * 17.5 

o Haintain. or increase funding 1.6 

o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 0.5 
o Provide adequate funding go the program can 

carry out its objectives* * * 0.2 

o Allocate additional funds to the field — * 0.2 

Total favoring increased funding**-*-** — - 20.0 



Alnost 4 percent of the comments express opposition to the Watersheds 
Program* and about 1 percent express support for a voluntary program. 

About 10 percent of all cemnents address administration of the program. 



These coimients are listed below. 

Percentage 

Responsibility for Watersheds Program of comments 

o Responsibility should be with the private sector- 0.1 
o Responsibility should be with the federal 

government — * — * — * — *— * * 0.1 

o Responsibility should be with the state ^ 

government--*-^ — * *- — — 0* 1 

o Responsibility should be with the local 

govemisent'- — 0.4 

o Responsibility should be with the state and 

local government*-*---** — -.---^ — 0.5 

o Responsibility should be with the land user and 

government — — — 0. 1 

o ASCS should carry out the progr^ui- 0.1 

o Combine agencies to administer the program-^*--*- 0.1 

o ^ Farmers should administer the program *- 0*1 

o .SCS should administer the program— r 0.5 

o SCO's are ineffective—* - 0.1 

Total addressing responsibility — — — 2.2 
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Percentage 

Availability of Watersheds Program of comaents 

o Hake program available in urban sreas • — — ' (^.2 ' 

o Treat the entire problem area at once——"— — * 0.2 
o Use watersheds to benefit farmers* — — ^0.1 
o Tailor solutions to individual problem areas — * 0.9 

o Redirect program to more appropriate problems 0.1 

o i Limit program benefits to full-time farmers 0.1 

o Increase availability to small farmers 0^ 

Total addressing availability—— — 17 

Political influences on Watersheds Programs 

o Strengthen laws to minimize politically based 

decisiooaakiog-*— — • — 0.2 

o Eliminate political appointments in watershed^ 

decisionmaking — — • — 0. 1 

o Minimize favoritism in watersheds • 0*1 

o Politics hamper accoioplisbment of program goals- 0, 1* 

Total addressing politi^*-"—— — • — — 0,5 

Planning and implementation 

o Coordinate watersheds with PL 92-50% plans 0.1 

o Planniog is essential— — — — — — — 0,3 

o Implement plans immediately — - — — *— — • — * 0,4 
o Concentrate on developing conservation 

practices, not restrictions — • 0>2 

Total addressing planning and 

implementation — - — . 1,0 * 

Other administrative considerations 

o Make standards more flexible — **- * — *- 0,4 

o Increase availability of technical assistance — * 2.6 
o Increase efficiency, coordination, and 

commuoication— * —7 0,6 

o Resign yourself; the program is impossible to 

administer well • • — • — 0.1 

o Reduce paperwork" — • 0.3 

^ Compensate landowners for participation* — — 0.1 ^ 

o Tie participation to comaodity payments- 0.1 

o Adjust program as needed * — - — - — 0,1 

o Penalize poor practices through public exposure, 

not fines- — — 0*1 

o Combine Watersheds Program with emergency 

programs — * — — 0.1 

Total addressing other administrative 

considerations---- — — — — 4.5 

Of the remaining comments, the following are made most frequently: 

Percentage 

Resource related comments of comments 

o Give natural resources s high priority 0.5 

o Conservation pays — — - — — -* 0. 1 
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Percentage 

^ <i of COflMBCntS 

o Protect resources at any cost * ' 0,2 

o Prohibit flood plain developiaent * * — O.l 

o Give flood damage reduction a hi^ priority 0.9 

o Use nonstructural approaches to flood control — 0,7 

o Do not build unnecessary d«ss-* 0.6 

o Build vore dafts* lakes, and levees-**---*—-*--- 3.6 

o Flood plains are valuable — * *-* ^ 6,8 

o Protect all farmlands * * 0.1 

o Use sitall dams to generate electricity---*--*--- 0.3 
o Build dams to conserve water and expand water 

supplies — * • — 1 , 1 

o Give water supply for agriculture first 

priority"-* *** — 0.2 

o Encourage drainage--* — * 0.3 

o Stop roadside erosion-*-* * * * 0.1 

o Eliminate channelization* *-* * 0,1 

o Increase channelization— * 0.1 

o Prevent irreversible degradation — 0,1 

o Eliminate overgrazing on public lands-— 0.1 

o Institute strcacsbank stabilization*-*------***-- 0.1 

o Reduce nonpoint source pollution * — * — 0,1 

o Keep streams clean-* p. 1 

Total resource related comments-*--**--**--** 16.3 

Comments not listed above are included in the appendix. 



Great Plains Conservation Pr ogr Mi (GPCP) 

The Great Plains Conservation Program is the subject of 362 comments* Almost 

80 percent of these coioments express general support for the prograp or call 
for increased funding of the program, A summary follows. 

Percentage 

Need for greater funding of comments 

P Increase funding* * *— 30,2 

6 ^Maintain or increase funding-**--*-------***-*-- 6,9 

o Provide greater incentives through cost 

sharing * * * 2.2 

o Provide adequate funding so the program 

can carry out its objectives * ^1.9 

o Allocnte additic::al funds to the field * 1.1 

o Redirect funds from social programs to GPCP 0.6 

Total favoriqg increased funding * 42.9 



General support GPCP 

o' Agree or strongly agree * — 13.6 

o No change needed---*-------*--*--------------*-- 10.2 

o Medium to vexy high effectiveness in 

getting conservation on the land-------*--*-*--- 7.8 

o Additional emphasis needed------------*-------- 2.2 

^ 2)0 



^ Percentage 

Ge&«ral support for GPCP of coaments 

o V*ry high g*ii*ral rating 0.2 

o Higb to v^ry bigb acceptability to land users — 0.9 

o H«dium to bigb acceptability to general public — ' GK_9 

Total supporting the present program* 35*8 



A few coments express opposition to GPCP. About 2 percent express disagree* 
»ent witb the current program or call for reductions in funding* 

The remaining comments on GPCP deal with various other aspects of the program 
its administration, the importance of conservation* support for a voluntary 
program, the relationship between fartoers and GPCP, and other issues. These 
coMents are addressed in the followittg lists* 



Percentage 

Administration of GPCP of comments 

o Continue administration by SCS — — — 

o Give responsibility to local govemroent-------- - 0.8 

o Do not give admijiistration to ASCS 0.3 

o Administer all mst sharing through one 

agency * 0.8 

o Periodically review and update GrCP-, 0.3 

o Adjust the program as needed" — * — — 0^3 

o Enforce rules and regulations more vigorously-** 0*3 

Total 8.2 

Importance of conservation 

o Conservation is good 0.3 

o " Natural resources should be a prr.ority-** — — 0*3 

o Proper land use is important 0^3 

Total **- 0*9 

Support for a voluntary program 

o Keep GPCP voluntary 1*7 

o Reduce government red tape — - — * 0* 2 

Total ■ 1.9 

Farmers and GPCP 

o Farmers cannot afford to participate 0*3 

o ■ Farmers are doing a great job _* — ** — * — * — 0.3 

o Farmers should control the program *-- — *- 0*3 

Total 0.9 



Other comocnts 

o Treat whole farms at one time 3,0 

o The public is not concerned about GPCP — * — 0.3 

o ^ RCA and PL 92-500 are not coordinated 0.3 

o Use tax dollars wisely 0.3 

o Increase technical assistance * — 0.6 

o Phase out programs which do not contribute 

to conservation--*-* — 0.3 

o Guidelines are adequate 7- 0-3 
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Other coaaient& 

o Increase research and development 
o Provide honuses for innovative soil and 

water conservation 
o Use 6PCP incentives tjo control urhan sprawl 
o Ensure adequate farm 

will take care of codservation 
Total 



income, and farmers 



Percentage 
of conwents 

0.3 

0.3 
0.3 

0.3 
6.3 



Emergency Programs 

Forty^five comments addresb USDA emergency programs. They cover several 
prograins, including the Em^^rgency Loans Programs, the Emergency Conservation 
Program, the Emergency Vat<!rsheds Program, and the Drought^Flood Conservation 
Program. They also cover, in general terms, all USDA emergency programs. 

Almost half of the comment: express general support for the programs or call 
for increases in their funcing. However, several comments express opposition, 
and nearly a fifth of the comments express concern ahout in2ppropriate direction 
of emergency funds. Other comments discuss program administration. A summary 
of all comments follows. 

Number 
of comments 

6 * 

k 

n 

3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 



o General support 

o General opposition- 
o Increase funding — 

o Eliminate emergency payments to marginal lands* 

o Redirect funds more fairly — — — - 

o Do not penalize farmers who conserve- — * 

o Estahlish uniform sdandards 

o Stop favoring large /farms — **** 

o Give program responsibility to ASCS' 
0 Use local input* 

o Combine emergency pfrograms with small watershed 

programs 

o Stop channelization in the guise of emergency 

programs-—* — ---L — , 

o Increase research/and development* 
Total i 



1 
45 



Other/All USDA Programs 

i^ln addition to comments on specific USDA soil and water conservation programs, 
ic^lS^ comments address USf)A programs in general, including those that are not 
directly related to /soil and water conservation. These other programs include 
Vcmmodity programs,/ the food stamps program, food <}uality and safety programs, 
and others. Although these comments are of interest to the Department, they 
have not been reviewed as part of the RCA process. In addition, 262 comaents 
on non*USDA programs were submitted hut not analyzed. 



ERLC 



10-17 

24^ 



Sm»ary 



Host cOflMnts oa USDA^s present soil and water conservation programs 
indicate that people believe that the present system works well but would 
work even better with increased funding. 

(The high level of support for present conservation programs 
duplicates the findings of the Karris survey^ Of those sampled 
in the Harris survey> 39 percent said that protecting our soil 
and water is so ioqportant that requirements and Standards cannot 
be too high and that continuing improvements must^be made 
regardless of cost. Another 38 percent said that we have made 
some progress in reducing erosion and saving water but we have 
not yet reached the point where we should be more concerned 
with holding down costs than with completing the necessary work.) 

Both the public opinion poll and the public response should encourage 
those involved in USDA soil and water conservation programs « Both say 
that the public supports current programs and is willing to pay more in 
order to get Dore done. 



ERIC - 



Chapter 11 - Related Issues 

This chapter covers agricultural issues that are not covered in the other 
chapters. Nationwide, only 11,258 coooents deal with these related resource 
is&ues. These coooents represent less than 1 percent of the total response. 
Table 11-1 shows the regional distribution for these coooients. 



Table 11-1. — Conntents on related is&ues, by RCA region 



Ijssue 


Jfbrtheast 


Midwest 


South 


West 


Total 1/ 




294 


320 


228 


112 


954 




684 


893 


996 


376 


2,958 




487 


547 


634 


212 


1,882 


Suggestions for governmental 














283 


661 


1,065 


414 


2,425 


Laws , regulations , and 














439 


594 


962 


311 


2,314 


General social consents 


Ul 


302 


21C 


100 


725 



1/ Total includes responses where the state of origin is not known. 



Small Farms 

« 

The changing patterns in ownership of agricultural land are discussed in 
chapter 4, Part II of*^the Draft Appraisal. These changes anJ their economic 
and sociological implications are of considerable concern to USDA and have 
been discussed in other contexts as well^ Of the 64,872 responses analyzed, 
603 'include comoients on small farms. For the most part, these responses are 
I>ersonal letters or were added to structured forms. Of the responses, 172, 
or 29 percent, are from respondents who identify themselves as farmers and 
ranchers, 53 are from respondents affiliated with the conservation districts, 
acd 24 are from ASC county committee members. 

Of the 1,513,718, comments received, 954 relate to the status and future of 
small fams^ About 31 percent^'of the comments concerning small farms are 
from the Northeast RCA region, whereas only 8 percent of the total comments 
are from the -Northeast, About 24 percent of the comments concerning small 
farms are from the South, whereat 42 percent of the total comments are from 
the South. The percentages of comments concerning small farms from the Vest 
and the Midwest' are very similar to those regions^ share of the total -comments. 

jThe comments received by the USDA-^RCA Response Analysis Center and 
the results o^ the Harris survey indicate that Americans continue to 
believe that small family farms are important. Of those sampled in 
the Harris survey, about three times as many said they would like to 
see a larjge number of small farms (60 percent) as said they would 
like to see a small number of large fj^nns (19 percent). The rest 
had no comment or were neutral.} 
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Virtually all of the coaoeats conceraiDg small farms received by the Response 
Analysis Center are in fftvor of protecting snail farms. Nearly 7 percent of 
the comments (66, nearly half of which are from the Northeast) say that the 
problems of small farmers should receive additional emphasis or express 
concern about the status of small farms^ About 31 percent of the comments 
(300) say, that farmers who work small -acreages should be encouraged and 
protected. Very few people who commented on the RCA documents, however, 
jsuggest that the acreage that an individual or corporation could hold be 
limited. 

(Of those sampled in the Harris survey, two^thlrds (67 percent) 
said they would support more federal control t)n farmland ownership 
if these controls would help increase the numbers of small farms 
and of farm owners. Only 19 percent disagreed. The rest were not 
sure or had no comment.] 

4 

Some people commented on the economic problems of farmers who hold small 
acreages, A few comments say that small farms are in jeopirdy unless assistance 
is forthcoming from the federal government. Hore than 1 B^>^^^ttt of the' 
^naents (12) say that stronger leadership and guidelines are needed. More 
thai^ 3 percent say that the decline in the number farms is the result of 
high taxes, which force farmers to sell their land to developers, ^and of 
inflation, which is higher for farmers than for the general public^ ^ 

A few people point out how difficult it is for young people to get started in 
farming. They thiftk that the government should provide assistance. They 
suggest eliminatin)^ the inheritance tax to help keep farmland in a family. 
They also suggest reducing taxes on land sold to young farmers and offering 
them special grants and loans. 

[According to the Harris survey, 65 percent of the general public is 
in favor of such grants and loans-] \^ 

A few people who- responded say that farmers Who work small acreages practice 
better conservation than those who hold large aci.-eages. They say that large 
operators are more likely to double crop, drain wetlands, and farm to fence 
rows and are indifferent Xo erosion. -They express opinions similar to those 
of the North Dakota farmer who writes, ''I feel thit the small operator or 
family sized farmer in many cases use's better management and conservation 
practices an<i especially so if it is a^diversif ied Operation. Kan;^ of the 
large operators, because of time schedules and insufficient use of their 
large machinery, farm large parcels treating all acres alike for the sake of 
convenience and efficient operation. Their main concern is volume and efficient 
work scheduling which doesn^t aecessar^y make the best use of much of the *- 
land.*' Respondents criticize the conservation attitude of owners who do not 
work their own land and of tenant's who work rented land. 

Of all comments on all topics, about 300 say that existing policies favor 
operators of large farms. Of these, 3 comments bearing 16 signatures complain 
about ACP policies^ and 68 comnents bearing 95 signatures complain about 
other USDA programs. These respondents share the opinion of the Hinnesota 
dairy farmer who says, "I would like our government and lending agencies etc. 
to quit pushing more mechanized farming and get back to smaller family farms. 
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By helping smaller farmers stay on the farm there will be less precious 
energy wasted ia'bigger and bigger equipment when the most abundant energy 
form we have (f.eople) is overfed and uDderworked-** 



Some respondents complain that programs carried out under RCA will probably 
not be geared' to the needs of operators of small farms. A truck farmer from 
the Northeast says of the RCA documents, *'The only thing I see wrong with it 
is they have no help for the small operator. In my case I had to relocate my 
operation to another location. The most suitable and reasonable place I 
could find was 18 acres^ and because it is under 20 acres 1 get no help." 

Some respondents are concerned that programs carried out as a result of RCA 
might discriminate against small farmers on a regional basis. A retired 
forester in Delaware writes^ '^The Midwest farmers are big farmers compared to 
those on the East Coast. This new program seems to be pointing away from the 
small farmer. Yet, in the past year a concerted effort has been made to 
reach and help the small farmer. There is a contradiction!** 

Some people express opinions about the best way for USDA to help operators of 
small fafms^ conserve their soil resources. Four percent of the comments on 
small farms call for increased funding; more than 2 percent, for more techni* 
cal assistance; and nearly 5 percent^ for various subsidies, tax incentives, 
arid loans.' More than. 1 percent of the comments say that the best incentive 
for getting conservation practices installed is a high rate of cost sharing. 
A few comments, however, say that cost sharing aids operators of large farms 
more than operators of small farms. One percent of the comments say that if 
farmers received a fair price for what they produce they could afford to 
practice good conservation without help from the government. A few comtents 
suggest that assistance should go only to farmers who are using measures that 
help achieve conservation objectives. A few say that assistance now goes to 
those who deserve it least^-to inef ficient^or part-time farmers or operators 
of larg^ farms who do not need help and do not care about the land. 

A few respondents comment about the possible adverse effects on small farms 
of the alternative strategies proposed in the RCA documents. More comments 
^re made about the possible adverse effects of the cross compliance strategy 
and the bonus strategy than about the effects of the other alternatives* Of 
the total comments directed at the strategies > more comments express opposi- 
tion to the regulatory strategy than to the others (see chapter 7). Few 
comments* however, say that regulation would favor large farms, whereas some 
comments do say that either rross compliance or the bonus strategy would 
favor large operators unless the programs were specif icially designed to 
avoid such inequity. 

Criticism of regulations in general > however^ is expressed by some respon/lents 
such as a Washington farmer ^who says that RCA "appears to me to be a monster 
imposed to destroy the family farm by more and more regulations/* About 5 
percent of the comments (51) say there are too many regulations and too much 
red tape now. About 2 percent express concern for the rights of landowners, 
say farmers should makte the decisions on their land, or call for voluntary 
programs. About 1 percent express opposition to programs that would turn 
conservation officers into law enforcement officers. 
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Nearly 3 percent of the comments express general support for conservation and 
concern about the status of resources. Respondents stress the need to instill 
a sense of responsibility and land stewardship; express concern about urban 
sprawl, the deterioration of resources, and the need to preserve agricultural 
land for the future; assert that the problems of farmers are important to all 
Americans; or express disgust with the lack of interest in conservation. Two 
comments bearing 14 signatures complain that farmland retention coupled with 
the low profit margin on farms (which respondents feel are directly related) 
should have been addressed under RCA, 

Additional comments that £re not summarized in the text are listed in the 
append ix , 

Land Use: Aj^ricultural and Urban 

Of the 64,872 responses received by the Response Analysis Center^ 1,955 
address land use issues and 1,238 address the retention of farmland. Of the 
responses that contain comments on land use issues, 424 are from respondents 
who identify themselves as faraers and ranchers and 143 are from resj^ondents 
affiliated with conservation districts. Of the responses that contain comments 
about the retention of farmland, 350 are from respondents who identify them- 
selves as farmers or ranchers and 126 are from respondents affiliated with 
the conservation districts. 

A total of 2,958 comments that address land use issues and 1,882 that address 
farmland retention are analyzed in this chapter. Other comneuts that concern 
land use in relation to specific objectives or programs are analyzed in other 
chapters of this report. Comments addressing the retention of prime farmland 
are addressed in chapter 5. 

As tables 11-1 Cp* 11-1) and 11-2 show, the level of concern ^^ut these 
topics seems to vary from region to region. Concern is very high in the 
Kortheast^ The comments addressing both land use in general and farmland 
retention reflect public interest in a variety of issues. 



Table 11-2, --Selected comments on land use> percentage distribution 

by RCA region 



Comments Northeast Midwest South West 



All coiMients on all RCA issues 


8 


38 


42 


11 




23 


30 


34 


13 


All consneats on farmland retention 


26 


29 


34 


11 




26 


30 


30 


14 




70 


10 


12 


7 


Owners rights must be protected* 


S 


32 


SI 


10 


Regional percentages may not total 


100 because 


of 


rounding. 
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Kearly 14 percent of the comments concerning land use and about 10 percent of 
those concerning farmland retention express support for conservation or 
concern about the status of the Nation's resources. Most comaents relate to 
conservation and retention of agricultural land. A few coduients also express 
cpncem about air pollution^ water quality, and loss of wilderness areas. 
Some people say they are very concerned, but very few explicitly say that 
conservation should have priority over production. Kearly 1 percent (14) of 
the farmland comments, on the other land, do say that the farmer's survival 
must have priority over conservation. A few comments express concern about 
increased flood plain development, reclamation of mined land, and proper use 
of woodland. Some comments* also urge that agricultural land be properly 
used; for example, one respondent does not think that building chicken houses 
on prime farmland constitutes proper use. 

More than 14 percent of the coosnents coded to land use and about 8 percent of 
those coded to farmland retention express alarm over the lo££s of agricultural 
land to urban development. (See also the commeats addressed to the retention 
of prime farmland, chapter 5-) Some respondents think that urban sprawl is a 
greater threat to the Kation^s capacity to meet the food and fiber needs of 
the future than erosion is. A few suggest that closer cooperation between 
USDA and HUD and more emphasis on urban renewal would reduce the pressure for 
development on farmland. 

The people who express an opinion about the causes of the loss of farmland 
think that economic forces"Such as inflation, low profits, and speculation-- 
beyond the individual farmer's control are responsible, A few think that 
preserving farmland in areas undergoing urban development would involve legal 
strategies that are outside USDA's authority^ 

Many comments ^out urban sprawl suggest actions that would necessarily 
involve governmental planning and regulations. A few people want to prevent 
excessive urban development through local land use controls; a few want to 
ct^ntrol it through federal lending programs; a few suggest lower interest 
rates for multifamily dwellings as a way to slow the spread of urbanization; 
a few want construction of public facilities on prime farmland prohibited; a 
few think developers should be required to show cause for developing farmland 
before they are permitted to buy it. A few people complain Jthat the Rural 
Clean Water Program encourages and supports urban sprawl. 

More than 26 percent of the comments addressing land use and about 20 percent 
of those addressing farmland retention relate to land use decisions on agri- 
cultural land. A few coonnents (about 6 percent of tho&e coded to land use 
and 3 percent of those coded to farmland) call for governmental regulation 
regarding such decisions. For example, a few people say that USDA should 
have the authority to prohibit plowing on sloping land, to regulate the 
amount of nutrients applied, or to prohibit logging at higher elevations; a 
few think the government should limit the acreage of irrigated land owned by 
an individual or a family; a few say that conservation measures should be 
required by law where conditions adversely affect adjoining property; some 
want fines levied according to the amount of erosion. More than 1 percent of 
the coimnents say that existing laws relating to land use are inadequate, and 
more than 1 percent say that laws are not adequately enforced. As table 11^2 
indicates, 70 percent of the comments calling for stronger laws (85 comments) 
are from the Kortheast. 
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Many more cooaments reflect a strong belief that government should not infringe 
on the right of individual landowners to manage their land as they please* 

[Of those saaq;^led in the Harris survey^ 61 percent felt that the^ 
owner has the right to make decisions about the use of his or het' 
farmland. Twenty*eight percent felt that it is the public's right 
to make sure that farmland is used only for producing food. Ten 
percent were n6t sure or could not decide.] 

More than 5 percent (159) of the comments addressing land use and more than 2 
percent (44) of those addressing the retention of farmland assert that the 
rights of landowners shoufld be considered^ that land use controls should be 
eliminated^ that acreage \controla and alloti&ents ahould be eliminated^ or 
that citizen ownership an)k-^vemment control ar&^ot compatible. Of all 
comments on all topics^ a total of 1»665 conmtents express this opinion. Of 
these» 267 comments are from the Weat region^ 346 from the Midwest^ only 43 
from the Northeast^ and 1^008 from the South. Som^ reapondents reject* in 
very strong tenns* the rigfat^of society* through governmental action* to 
curtail the rights of owners in any way. Others* however* do not object so 
much to some form of regulation as to perceived unfairness in enforcing 
regulations. For example^ an Idaho* farmer says: **Land use planning* I have 
seen it work in the various areas. But what it seems to do is lock up the 
lands so that the farmer cannot sell small portions or provide areas for his 
children to come into the program* but only so long as the developers wish it 
to be locked up. Then they have ways of getting it rezoned and developed so 
that they can profit the most from it. I think that it is an area in which 
we need to be very careful. If land use planning is going to be land use 
planning* it should be to the benefit of the Nation* not just the developers.** 

Another 3 percent of the farmland comments and 1 percent of the land use 
comments complain about, red ''tape and regulations. More than 5 percent of the 
farmland retention comments and 4 percent of the land use comments say that most 
farmers do not abuse the soil or other natural resources and will do a good 
job without government regulations. A £ew .coimnents from the South express, 
opposition to the RCA 5*year plan. Many' respondents share the views of the 
California farmer who says he is in favor of conservation but warns: **Beware 
of commissions* environmentalists and other regulatory groups. So many of 
them are so removed from the land and reality they make little sense in their 
proposals. Seems that the American Farmer has shown his ability to produce 
yet replenish the important ingredients in the soil* in the past. Today so 
many are being pushed off the land because of unrealistic rules and regulations* 
just the reverse should be true* since ~t he worlo needs more food and more 
people who can produce/* 

As table 11*2 Indicates* the opinion that efforts to reduce urban encroach* 
ment on farmland constitute a threat to private ownership and individual 
rights iff strongest in the Souths About 51 percent of the comments (335) 
expressing such fears are from the South. Only 33 comments from reapondents 
In the Northeast express almilar thoughts. In the Midwest* there may be more 
opposition than the table indicates to land use planning that would restrict 
the owner's right to sell to developers.. One response form from the Midwest 
defines retention of farmland as meaning that the farmer retains the right t.o 
<iecide when and to whom to sell his land. 
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Ninety-three comments say that the responsibility for planning land use and 
acting to retain farmland should rest with the private sector or local 
government. Of these comments^ 70 come from the South and Midwest regions 
and 5 from the Northeast. Fifty-four comments say that responsibility should 
rest with the state alone or with state and local government together; 13 
say it should rest with the federal government or with state and federal 
government . 

Nearly 3 percent of the comments addressing the retention of farmland call 
for the reduction of taxes/on farmland^ especially the inheritance tax. 
Nearly 3 percent of the comments on farmland retention and 1 percent of those 
addressing land use call for various forms of incentives and subsidies to 
achieve conservation goals (see chapter 7). Almost 1 percent (26) of the 
farmland retention coments express fear that the government is creating 
long-range problems in txying to solve immediate ones. Nearly 2 percent say 
that if farmers received a fair return for their crops. they \~3uld take care 
of conservation without help from the government. 

A f^w comments addressing farmland retention are directed to miscellaneous 
issues. More than 2 percent of the comoients express concern about the plight 
of farmers with small acreages and call for efforts to preserve small farms. 
More than 1 percent express resentment over the sale of agricultural land to 
foreigners. More than 5 percent complain about absentee landowiSers or tenant 
farmers* They suggest that owners be required to actively manage at least 50 
percent of their holdings and be required to take responsibility for conser- 
vation on their land. Half of these comments are from the South and one^ 
fourth from the Midwest. Nearly 1 percent of the comments call for some form 
of licensing to ensure that new farmers ai?e^ qualified to manage land resources 
or suggest that the government buy the land from farmers who do not practice 
good conservation and then sell or lease it to others who are conservation 
minded. About 1 percent of the coimients suggest that vacant farms ^ idle 
land^ or marginal land be brought into production^ Only three of these 
comments are from the Vest. More than 1 percent of the comments refer to 
drainage. The respondents are concerned because the RCA documents mention 
drainage only in association with wetlands^ They say that drainage of wet 
soils increases production and does not damage wildife habitat. 



Suggestions for Governmental Action 

This section covers those suggestions for governmental action that do not 
refer to a specific RCA objective or alternative program. Nationwide^ 1^848 
responses containing 2^%25 conments were coded to this topic. Of these 
comments^ 44 percent are from the South region^ 27 percent from the Midwest^ 
17 percent from the West^ and 12 percent from the Northeast. This breakdown 
is not substantially different from the breakdown for all topics together 
except that there are more responses from the Vfest and fewer from the Mid^ 
west. 
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The'TMponses are in the following foms: 




Fora of regponse 

Pergonal letter 

Petition or foni letter-* — 
Structured response fora*~' 
Nonstructured response fom< 

Public transcript-**-^''"'"'"^ 
SWCD long range plan - 



Number of responses 



461 
588 
542 
222 
34 



1 



Total 



17848 



Of the 1,848 responses, 1,500 (8.1 percent) come from individuals. In addition, 
there are 174 responses (9 percent) from locsl governments, 74 responses (4 
percent) from federal agencies, and 100 responses (6 percent) from ^ variety ' 
of other sources* Respondents identify themselves as farmers on only 63 
responses, or less than 4 percent of those coded to this topic* Of the total 
responses, 22 percent are from farmers* 



About one*fourth of the comments discuss, the role of education in achieving 
conservation goals* This is by -far the largest single group of comments* 
Some respondents comment on the need for more education about environmental 
issues, about protecting ^e Nation^s productive capacity, and about the 
costs ^of conservation* Others call for better education about specific 
conservation practices* k few respondentS'^say that better qualified teachers 
are OMded* A few argue that education is the best way to achieve conser- 
vatiW goals and is preferable to regulations and penalties* 



[The Harris survey also indicated that the public feels that education 
i$ critical to successful cons^rvatiotk* In addition, those surveyed 
thought that providing education about conservation is a proper role 
Of the government* Ninety'three percent said that the federal 
government should inform people about, the need to protect soil and 
water resources* Only 4 percent said that the government should not 
be involved, and 2 percent were^ not sure*] 

The following statements illustrate what some respondents say about the role 
of education in achieving conservation goals* 

"Provide a more intensive educational program to show the advantages of 
keeping soil loss levels down *..*'* 

"Establish a public education program covering the public^s vital 
involvement in continued soil productivity *.**** 

"So many attempts at regulation fall short because they are attempts to 
enforce regulations that are not understood . . . 

In order to have a successful conservation program the government must 
"get the attention and cooperation ol^farmers and the general public* 
If possible, have a magazine such as the ^Farrn Journal* present needed 
infonnalion . * . . Farmers are busy people and don't need long 
articles* Using cartoonists ^nd newspaper articles would be an 
attraction ... * This would get attention and inform people of things 
they can do to help." ^ 
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A few comments call for cons^ervation laws with teeth and for stronger enforce* 
nent of existing laws (3 per(^'ent). Far more, about l4 percent of the comments, 
indicate that the public wants the government to reduce the sc^b of its 
activities, improve its efficiency, and cut taxes. Respondents complrin that 
the bureaucracy is too big» that there is too much red tape, and tb^^'govern* 
ment is preoccupied with numbers and quotas--^in short, abstractions ^4|M|r 
than concrete problems and practical solutions. A few respondents complain 
that there are too many employees at all levels of government. .They want 
nonpro<Juctive employees fired, some offices closed', operations reduced^ and 
the budget reduced. 

Some comments showing displeasure with government regulation follow: 

"During recent yBaficjf our productivity lead has been slumping. Is it a 
''coincidence that g;aring this same time period the number of government 
rules and regulations has increased enormously? If we could get rid of 
even a few hundred of the most idiotic regulations,^ farmers would have 
the financial resources to take better care of the land/* 

*'The worst offender of soil and water conservation is not the average 
farmer, but the agricultural policy of the federal government. 1 refer 
to tbe cheap food policy .... This forces marginal grass^lands into 
production of wheat and feed grains which causes surpluses of these 
commodities and low prices. Grain export embargoes haven't helped. 
USDA must understand that we can't have both . , . unlimited production 
and good conservation.*' 

**Ve must cut down on the size of our government and cut the spending. 
So please^ let's have less government controls not more!" 

Although a significant percentage of comments calls on the government to 
curtail its activities, an equally large ^oup calls for more governmental 
action. More than 15 percent of the comments are for increased governmental 
involvement in many different areas. These comments suggest greater funding 
for conservation districts (1.4 percent), more money for conservation employees 
(1.2 percent), and more technical assistance (0.8 percent). Some comments 
(2.0 percent) call for various types of government subsidies for conservation 
work, including price supports, low-'interest loans, long-term loans, tax 
breaks, and investment credits.- 

The following are some Eipecific public comments making suggestions for more 
governmental action. 

"First, continue with research into better farming methods and publicize 
the results of this research, with pilot programs where feasible. These 
methods have been successful . . . and would be more so if farmers had 
more funds to work with. Second, promote conditions whereby farmers can 
make a reasonable ^lofit.'^ 

^'Regulations against building on prime agricultural land is the only way 
to halt the advance of urbanization, and the destruction of useful 
productive fields.*' 



ERLC 



n-9 



There are a nmltitude of other suggestions for governmental action. Some 
exanples are listed helow. Fev of these individually amount to more than 1 
percent of the comments. 

o Increase research and development. 

o Preserve agricultural land for the future. 

.0 Enact adequate legislation. ^ 

o Protect and encourage small fanns. 

o Increase cost sharing* 

o Decrease taxes on agricultural lands and for young farmers, 

o Reduce nonpoint pollution. 

o Enact land use laws to preserve agricultural land. . 

o Penalize those who do not conserve, 

o Use tax concessions to promote soil conservation* 

o Aid farmers in woodland management* 

o Put more emphasis on field training for conservation workers* 

o Give new farmers grants and loans* 

o Provide more leadership and guidance for farmers* 

o Eliminate the inheritance tax* 

o Reestablish, the CCC* 

o Control urban sprawl; it consumes more farmland than erosion does. 

Nearly 4 percent of the comments call for the government to end policies 
which reduce farmers* profits. Sligntly more than 1 percent demand that 
farmers receive 100 percent parity* Another 1 percent say that farmers' 
income must be based on the marketplace rather than on government programs. 
A typical comment of this type is: ^'Either up the target and loan prices on 
grain so we farmers can survive as human beings or get out of our business 
altogether: Then Supply and demand would take care of us * , * . That would 
also mean no embargoes* It seems that everything the government does works 
against us, not for us*** 



Laws, Regulations^ and Legislation 

General rematks about laws, regulations, and legislation appear in, only 
2,314 comments in 1,695 responses. These comments, however, represent 
the views of 7,667 respondents because some cooments appear on petitions 
bearing large numbers of signatures. 

Forty-two percent of the comments on laws, regulations, and legislation come 
from the South, 26 percent from the Midwest, 19 percent from the Northeast, 
and 13 percent from the Vest, Therefore, the number of comments from the North* 
east is disproportionately high and the number from the Midwest is dispropor* 
tionately ),ow* The responses are in the following forms: 

Nuaiber 

Form of response of responses 

. Personal letter 598 

Petition or form letter *171 

Structured response form 675 

Nonst ructured response form-— — — - — 228 

Public transcript — — 22 

Other - - 1 

Total — 1^655 
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Of the 1,695 responses, 1,319 (79 percent) are from individuals. Another 205 
(12 percent) are from local goveranents, and 75 (4 percent) are from federal 
agencies. Twenty-two responses (1 percent) were sent by farm organizations 
and 19 (1 percent) by environmental groups. The remaining 55 (3 percent) 
come from a variety of other sources. Respondents who identify themselves as 
farmers or ranchers sent in 466 responses (27 percent). 

More than half the respondents (including those who signed petitions) ex- 
pi 'citly or impliritly oppose federal laws, regulations, and legislation 
concerning conservation. Almost 66 percent (5,048 respondents) feel that the 
private sector rather than the federal government should be responsible for 
conservation. (Nearly 4,000 people express this view in petitions from 
Texas.) About 9 percent (690 respondents) call {or less government regulation^ 
red tape, and bureaucracy* Some of these respondents feel that regulations 
are unnecessary or too expensive. Others are displeased by the controls 
placed on- individuals. 

[Of those sampled in the Harris survey^ 67|fpercent said that landowners 
and the government should share responsibility for conservation, 28 
percent said that landowners should have sole responsibility, only 2 
percent said that the government should have sole responsibility, 
^and 3 percent were not sure. ] * 

These results differ from the RCA public comments in that they affirm the 
government's role in conservation. They do> however, agree with the public 
responses in opposing the view that the government should have exclusive 
responsibility for conservation* 

[People taking part in the Harris survey also opposed controls on 
individuals. Sixty-one. percent said that the owner's right is more 
important than the public's right in conservation decisions, 29 
percent said that the public*s right is paramount^ and 10 percent 
were not sure* ] 

Some other public comments on laws and regulations are listed below^ (The 
figures deal strictly with the number of comments and not with the number of 
people making those comments^) 



Number Percentage 
Comment of comments of comments 

Agree with conservation laws and 

regulations-^ 14 1 

Disagree with conservation laws and 

regulations — ^^-^ 49 2 

Strongly disagree with conservation 

laws and regulations—--—- 28 1 

Maintain the present level of laws 

and regulations 37 2 

Enact additional legislation, and 

enforce the laws more vigorously 114 4 



Nuid)er Percentage 

Cogaaent ^ of connients of cooments 

Individual rights of landowners should 

coae first — *-* * 76 3 

Use of forceful inethods to achieve 

conservation is not acceptable--—-"- 54 2 

Oppose uniform national standards-'^**-*- 36 1 

Federal controls should be the last 

resort * — 17 1 

Laws and regulation put too many con- 
trols on people and cost too much 

money * * — * — *- 16 1 

Farmers should control agricultufre and 

conservation " 1 13 5 

Famers are already doing a good job 

of conserving resources—*---'-*-*--*"-— 28 j 1 

Laws and regulations should reflect - 

the farmers* interests— ** * 12 1 

Control development and urban sprawl----* 33 1 

Taxes are too high 22 1 

Eliminate the inheritance tax-*--*-—-*- 13 1 

Lack faith in government-----"----—-— 15 1 

Give bureaucrats more practical 

experience in the field-— 14 1 
Penalize those who do not^ conserve--*—* 15 1 

Laws and regulations are too 

expensive-*----—--*-—----———---- 12 1 

Conservation programs need more local 

input 10 <1 

■« 

Some samples of the public comments on laws, regulation, and legislation 
follow: 



**Less government interference with the American farmer in the form of 
embargoes and regulation will allow th^ ^armer to afford conservation 
practices . 

will support any program that will stop the destruction of agricul- 
tural land .... This can be done by a common sense law dealing withr 
the use of these lands for construction, dumping, and other irreversible 
or harmful uses.** 

"There is too much government meddling now (i.e., EQ, EPA, etc) . . . » ■ 
Too many *way out* environmentalists are making laws and regulations 
-which do not help the farmers but actually increase the cost of pro- 
duction which in turn makes farming less economically feasible/* 

*'More of the beneficial conservation practices should be laid down as 
law to the,Nation*s farmers. In our evaluations we should have a mind 
for what the situation will be in the future. Land for food production 
is dwindling and population increasing. The natural quality of food is 
decreasing because of rhemical use in conmercial operations.** 



11-12 



[The Harris survey included several questions on the fairness of govern- 
ment laws and regulations. The public^s attitude toward possible regula- 
tions depended on whether landowners would receive financial aid to help 
pay the cost of complying with the regulations. Fifty-six percent of 
those surveyed said that if the government required farmers to conserve 
soil and water and provided loans and financial help to do this, it 
would be fair to both farmers and taxpayers. Eighteen percent said that 
such an arrangement would bo -fair just to farmers, 5 percent said it 
would be fair just to taxpayers, and H percent said it would be fair to 
neither. Nine percent were not sure. 

Those surveyed were also asked if it would be fair for the government to 
require farmers and other landowners to protect their soil and water 
without offering any financial help. Thirty-two percent said this 
arrangement would be fair just to taxpayers, 12 percent said it would l>e 
fair to both farmers and taxpayers, and 4 percent said that It would be 
fair just to farmers. Forty percent said it would.be fair to neither ^ 
and 10 percent were undecided,) 

General coomients opposing government regulation do not play an inordinately 
large part in the public*s responses. (There are, of course, other coontents 
on regulation that were coded separately as *'agree" or *Misagree*' under the 
alternative strategy that deals with regulation. These comments &re discussed 
under **Regulatory Emphasis" and "Cross Compliance" in chapter 7,) 

General Social Conmtents ' . 

Some coBoments are too general, to fit into specific categories. They are 
primarily statements of general social values or ideals. Only 503 responses 
contain general social comments. Altogether, these responses contain 725 
general social comments. 

Forty-three percent of the comments come from the Midwest, 14 percent from 
the West, 28 percent'from the South, and 15 percent from the Northeast. A 
disproportionately high number of comments come from the Midwest and a dis*' 
proportionately low number from the South. 

The responses are in the following forms: 



A total of 396 responses, 79 percent, are from individuals. About 29 percent 
are from farmers or ranchers. The next two largest groups* of respondents are 
local governments (47 percent) and federal agencies (20 percent). The responses 
from local governments include 28 from conservation districts. 



Form of response 

Personal letter** — • 

Petition or fcrm letter 



Number of 
responses 




Public transcript 
Total-- 



210 
68 

145 
62 
18 

503 



0 
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The general social conments are fairly disparate^ Therefore, the groupings 
used here are to some degree a subjective convenience for organizing **odds 
and ends.** The comments can be grouped as follows: proconservation, anti- 
governioent, laissez faire, and other. 



Proconservation 

Farmers' problems and the use of the land 

should concern all Americans 

Support a '*waste not-want not** philosophy — 

General approval of conservation 

Conservation of soil and water should 

receive vejry high priority 

More emphasis, money, or tax concessions 

are needed for conservation* - 

The Nation needs plans to save agricultural 
land, fresh water, and energy for future 

use 

Everyone should share the cost of 

conservation 

Subsidize conservation 

Very concerned about conservation 

Ant i gove rniaent 

Forceful methods of achieving conservation 

are not acceptable v 

There is too much regulation 

There is too much red taspe and bureaucracy- 
Lack faith in government -- 

Government programs are a waste of tax 
money 



Number of 
comments 

29 
24 
22 

19 
13 



131 
4 
3 

'254 



84 
28 
27 
4 

1 

144 



Percentage 
of comments 

4 
3 
3 

3 

2 

1 

18 
I 
<1 

35 



12 
4 
4 
1 

<1 
21 
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Laissez taire 

Individual rights of landowners come first- 89 
Conservation programs should be voluntary — 8 

Farmers are already doing a great job 32 

A free market economy will take care of the 

problems 24 

Fanners and other landowners should make 

all conservation decisions 20 

Responsibility for conservation should be 

with the private sector, landowner,, or 

farmer* — — — — 4 

177 

Other 

Control conservation problems through 

education — ---- — — ^2 

Enviironmental goals and abundant c^ftap food 

are not compatible objectives--- — ------- lo 

Conservation programs should be designed 

to benefit farmers and landowners^ ^ — 10 

Government should promote farming as an 

occupation-- -h^-h^--- g 

n-14 

25; 



12 
1, 
4 

3 

3 



_<1 

24 



Nunber of Percentage 

Other co«wftents of cocBients 

Govemnent should give more leadership and 

guidance to farmers * 7 1 

^ov profits, high operating co&ts, and 

i:axe& are endangering small farms 5 I 

Oppc^^ uniform national standards for 

conservation--— A <I 

Recycle vastes 3 <I 

USDA should expand programs into areas of 

social concern — * * _3 <1 

62 8 



Coments that could not be grouped in a 

meaningful way — ^ 12 

Samples of some general social comments follov: 

"At no time should the rights of the individual landowner be controlled 
or denied. No mandatory conservation or use of private land can be 
tolerated in a nation which professes to be a democratic republic.** 

*'We as Americans should be stewards of our soil and natural resources 
if future generations are to live in our world. Everyone should he 
interested in preserving our^^soil^apjJ water/* 

*'In the drought of '77 ma£0 was appropriated for wells (Wapato Irrigation 
District) hut the season passed and the money remains *in the hank' .... 
This type of problem is fairly common in the smaller areas without effective 
organization or individual resources. A related problem is that the 
farmers, most in their 50*s and 60*s, are tired of fighting the battle . . . . 
Hy head hurts from the bureaucratic stone wall/* 
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Chapter 12 ' Conclusions 

The RCA public review process was one of the largest interagency public 
participation efforts ever undertaken by this Department, Some ).0»000 copies 
of the draft Appraisal and draft Program Report and EnvirooiHental Impact 
Stateaent were distributed for review. In addition* 200»000 copies of the 
Suffoary were made availablt^ to the public. The public submitted i^early ' 
6StOOO responses* which contain over 1,S million conaents and represent the 
views of 118*000 people. Responses were received from all 50 states and the 
Caribbean area. More responses are from Arkansas than any other state. 

On nearly half of the responses* the respondents do not identify their occu- 
pation or affiliation* Twenty-two percent of all responses are from farmers 
and ranchers who do not indicate affiliation .with any other group or organization. 
If replies fr<HD conservation districts* ASC county committees* and farm 
organizations are added to these* the agricultural ccnmnunity accounts for 
37 percent of all responses^ (In contrast* farmers and ranchers make up only 
3 percent of th^ national work force and* therefore* 3 percent of those 
sampled in the Harris survey.) Most replies* nearly 80 p^ercentj came from 
the South and Midwest. Table 12-1 shows the distribution of comments by 
topic group. 



Table 12-1. --Comments* by topic group 

Number of Percentage of 

Topic group comments comments 





25,376 




Soil, water, and related resources 


16,019 


1 




577,882 


38 




27,810 


2 




765,759 


51 




18,741 


1 




50,097 


3 




11,258 


1 




20,704 


1 




1 ,513,556 


100 



Cooments on the strategies and objectives account for nearly 90 percent of 
th^ comments. The nuniber of structured forms submitted conld btve* influenced 
this distribution of comments. About S7 percent of the responses are structured 
forms » and nearly all versions of these forms include alternative strategics 
and objectives. 

"\ 

The preceding chapters deal with the subjects in detail. Vvhat follows are 
the principal conclusions. 
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The RCA Process; Assumptions and Proiections 



Many respondents appreciate the opportunity to comment but say that the draft 
documents did not reach enough people. Some respondents also mention inade^* 
quacies In the RCA process^ especially in the public participation aspects. 
They say that copies of the RCA documents were not sufficiently available » 
that the review period was not long enough^ and that the meetings were held 
at inconvenient locations. Some respondents doubt some of the assumptions 
and projections ;ind feel that they cannot be substantiated, Kany ask for 
ad<}itional research and documentation. Some say that the type of trade data 
offered would be useful if It were credible. Respondents favor exports as a 
way to sustain farm income, balance the trade deficit^ and encourage conser- 
vation activities,^ 



Soil, Water> and Related Resources 

Respondents seem to show a deep appreciation for and to attach value to soil^ 
water ^ and related resources. Many comments reflect a good understanding of 
resource status and trends. They also express concern over the capacity of 
the resources to meet increasing future demands. 

Respondents are m fairly close agreement with USDA^s perception of the 
Nation's resource problems. However^ they express greater concern about soil 
and water and wildlife habitat than about waste management^ recreation^ and 
open space. They do mention conflicting demands on certain resources. 

Conservation Objectives 

Comments on objectives are the second lax&&^t group of comments. Respondents 
express strong support for USDA's traditional conservation objectives. Soil 
erosion reduction should be the cornerstone for a USDA program^ according to 
the comments received here and in the Harris survey. Respondents say that 
the Department should take *vn active role in protecting and preserving farm- 
land but should not attempt direct federal control. They give strong support 
to retention of farmland,. 

Conservation objectives directed to noncropland^ such as wetlands preserva- 
tion and wildlife habitat impiovemeut ^ are supported by a majority of those 
who comment on these issues but rar,k low in an ordinal ranking of all objectives,^ 
Respondents do not want efforts dirt?ctrd toward meeting these objectives to 
divert USDA resources and personnel t^rOh: what they see as more important 
conservation concerns (those affec!:ing cropland). Traditional objectives, 
such as erosion control and flooa damage reduction^ are seen to least 
partly benefit society. Therefore^ the respondents want the beneficiary^ 
through th€ federal government^ to help bear the cost. 

The respondents appear to feel that many conservation problems originate in 
urban areas. Respondents accept tlSDA^s moving into urban conservation if by 
doing so it would help solve resource problems. 
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Conservation Activities 



The responses to conservation activities that are proposed to meet the objective 
indicate that respondents believe most farmers are conservation minded and 
sincerely want to be good land stewards. What respondents desire from the 
Department of Agr'culture is cooperation and assistance in carrying out their 
desire to conserve resources. A proper role of government^ they are saying, 
is assisting individual farmers in things they cannot do for themselves-- 
research, technical assistance^ and economic information— and providing cost 
sharing for practices that benefit society but yield little or no short-term 
economic return to farmers. Host respondents coottnenting on cost sharing 
believe that the federal govercunent should pay more than 50 percent of the 
cost of conservation activities, 

Coimnents addressing the adequacy of the proposed activities for achieving 
conservation objectives say^ by a 3 to 2 margin^ that the activities taken as 
a group are adequate rather than inadequate. Activities most supported include 
erosion control measures, structural flood control measures^ conservation 
tillage, and drainage. Least popular are wetland retention policies and data 
collection methods, which are criticized by a number of respondents. The 
activities most often mentioned are technical assistance, agricultural research, 
and erosion control measures. In short, respondents say that activities are 
worthwhile and should be carried out but that this can be done only if land 
users and government cooperate in the interest of conservation. 

Alternative Strategies 

The alternative strategies received over half (51 percent) of all comments 
made in the public review, {Respondents express opinions ranging from strong 
support to strong opposition. Based on these responses^ redirecting present 
conservation programs is the preferred alternative, receiving 80 percent 
favorable comments. Conservation bonuses, which couH provide higher price 
supports and cost sharing rates or more favorable interest rates, rank second 
in preference w^th 72 percent favorable. In rating strategies in terms of 
nheir probable effectiveness in achieving conservation goals, respondents 
rank the bonus strategy first and redirected programs second. 

Respondents rank regional projects^ natural resource contracts, state leader- 
ship, and cross compliance about ia the middle, with favorable and unfavor- 
able comments about even. The use of regulation as a conservation tool 
ranked last> with only 37 percent supporting the strategy. 

Alternatives > Objectives ^ and Activities 

Only a tiny fraction of the 1-5 million comments link specific strategies 
with specific RCA objectives. This lack of response may be due to respondents 
not clearly understanding how a given strategy might work to achieve a conserva- 
tion objective. For instance, setting water quality standards (regulation) 
may be the only suitable strat^^egy for achieving water quality objectives. If 
respondents cannot support regulation^ they need to know and accept the 
consequence that the water quality objective cannot be met. The relationship 
between strategies and objectives should be clearly spelled out in the next 
draft of the RCA program. 
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Of. the comments dealing with more general relationships between the alterna* 
tivest objectives^ and activities^ more favor redirecting existing programs 
than any other strategy. Host comments suppor.t increasing fundings phasing 
out programs that duplicate services^ and linking programs more tightly to 
soil and water conservation objectives. They say that programs should be 
flexible and voluntary and should provide incentives for encouraging conser- 
vation. They also say that programs must Pay offvljefore farmers will accept 
them. 

USDA and Its Agencie s ^ 

Repondents generally perceive USDA and its agencies to have an effective 
delivery system for resource conservation programs. They therefore believe 
the present arrangement is satisfactory. There is no clear call for reorganiza 
tion. However^ respondents recognize that some fine tuning and redirection 
of some programs might be helpful. 

By number of comments regarding agencies » respondents favor making no organiza- 
tional change^ increasing fundings increasing technical .assistance* and 
maintaining present levels of USDA assistance but oppose creating a new 
conservation agency. 



Present Soi l and W a ter Cons e tyji t i o n Progra ms 

The comments on the Department's con^etvation programs are similar to those 
made about its agencies, RespoiideriLs generally support the programs and the 
agencies administering them ai}6 believe that with adequate funding, the 
present programs could me^et the resource objectives. 



Related I^ssue s 

The few respondents conaDCftting on the status of small farms say that in 
planning programs^ USDA should costider the needs of operators of small farms* 

A few respondents cofti?^enl ua the iissuys of land iise planning and nhe retention 
of farmland. Some respr.nd^ots * mostly in the Northeast* say that regulation 
is necessary to prevent urban deye3oproent on farmland. Others, especially in 
the South and Hidwest, axpreRs *>f;|)osition to government action that would 
curtail the rights of landowners. 

Respondents offering suggestions on governmental action seem to think that 
education is the most acceptable government activity related to conservation. 
Some comments say that the government should provide increased funding for 
conservation. An equal number say that the government should reduce its 
regulatory actions. 

Most of the respondents commenting on laws and regulations seem to believe 
that co;iservation can be accomplished through action by the private sector. 
They oppose government regulation and favor a voluntary approach to solving 
consej/vation problems, A small number of all comments express concerns about 



12-4 



inefficiency and tape in doing business with the government. However, 
general cooaents opposing government regulation do not play an inordinately 
large part in the public's responses. 
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In the final analysis* respondents seem to say that they are fairly well 
satisfied with present conservation programs* They request more funds for 
on* the* ground imp lenient at ion and less regulation and red tape. They suggest 
that better commimicatdon and coordination among USDA's conservation agencies 
would also improve delivery. These comments translate to a desire for a 
voluntrary^ locally controlled, highly subsidized, nosuc^ulatoiy program. If 
alternative strategies are combined, the preference is focredirecting present 
programs, utilizing conservation bonuses, enforcing cross c^nQ>liance in 
special areas, and Implementing regional resource projects In^areas of serious 
resource problems. Such a program would be a combination of alternatives 1, 
2, 3, and 6, a combination which is actually suggested by only 250 respondents. 
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